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1. The Problem Stated 
The problem of this dissertation is to discover and 
present in organized form the basic ideas regarding property 
as conceived in the movement which has come to be known in 
.America as "social Christianity." It is a problem of deter-
mining who have been and are the representative personalities 
within the framework of the movement, of screening out their 
pertinent idea s on property, and of bringing together the 
total considerations into a body of information which repre-
s ents the fundamental conceptions on property, along with 
variations, as expressed in the teachings of those personali-
ties. The problem involves the interpretation of the material 
in such a way and to such an extent that certain conclusions 
can be presented concerning the validity and feasibility of 
those conceptions of property examined in the study. These 
conclusions will deal with the role of property in human 
society as regards the nature and functions of property rights, 
the right distribution and use of property by individuals 
and groups, and the relative position of property as a va lue 
in the universal order of values. 
2. Definitions of Terms Used in the Title 
One of the most important prerequisites, in such a 
study, is a clear understanding of the more significant 
terms which are used in the subject matter under considera-
tion. Such designations as "property," "American," and 
"social Christianity," are terms which need some defining 
before we proceed further. It is also necessary to indicate 
specifically the due limits and bounds of the meaning of the 
term "leading" as used in the title. 
For want of a better term, the word "leading" is used 
to set workable limits on both the size of the task and the 
2 
scope of the study. The field is far too vast and the litera-
ture too plentiful to hope to refer to it all. Charles H. 
Hopkins saw the need of a bibliography of 1500 listings to 
document his social gospel history, 1 and even that would be 
inadequate for a work dealing with the actual teachings of 
all the personalities connected with the movement, should 
reference be made to every piece of literature. Furthermore, 
there is no necessity of bringing in references to every 
author in the field and every piece of literature produced, 
for the simple reason that by projection it can be seen that 
there are representative ideas which set a pattern, with a 
range which allows for moderate differences, for the whole 
movement. The leading ideas are the representative ones, 
and the best that can be hoped for is a clear presentation 
1. See Hopkins, SGAP, vii. 
of the leading conceptions of property, held by the most able 
and outstanding men, based on a careful selection of the men 
whose ideas cover the representative conceptual variations. 
The word "property" would appear on the surface to require 
no interpretation. One might think that children and adults 
alike would know what it means to own something and be able 
to say, "this is mine. 11 .And yet, the full meaning of the word 
is frequently blurred in our thinking because it involves a 
number of factors which are not always taken into account in 
the simpler connotations. That this is a problem of semantics 
is borne out by W. H. Hamilton and Irene Till, in their article 
on "J?roperty11 in the Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences, when 
2 they say that 
in fact, property is as heterogeneous as the societies 
within which it is found; it is as cosmopolitan as the 
systems of thought by which it is explained. 
We are dealing here with property in its economic sense, under 
conditions of advanced industrial civilizations, and with cer-
tain long range implications which make property, as "value," 
the means to higher end values than can be found in property 
alone if it is taken as the end itself. This is t he vievvpoint 
from which it is approached by social Christianity. With this 
in mind we may define property as any object, or class or group 
of objects, of value that a person or institution may legally 
acquire, hold, use, or dispose of. Posession of property means 
control by a person over material things. In a community of 
2. In Seligman, ESS, VII, 529. 
interests and relationships this matter of po.S3ession involves 
the condition that it be recognized by others to the extent 
that it may be said to become a right. The validity and extent 
of such a right is one of the issues involved in this study, for 
it will be shown that property is not so much the relation of a 
person to an object as the relations of persons to each other 
with respect to scarce values. 
It is at once clear that the above definition of property 
involves several concepts, such as "person," "of value," and 
others, which themselves need to be explained. It is precisely 
for this reason that the definition may be considered a good 
one, for the purposes of this study, because when property is 
referred to in the literature of social Christianity, these 
concepts are ordinarily included. To be sure, the writings 
contain specific ideas and interpretations as well as distinc-
tions between different classes of property (distinctions which 
involve differences of moral judgment when different types of 
property are under considerat.ion) but to point out these dif-
ferences is a task which falls not within the category of defi-
nition but within the purpose of this whole investigation. Ac-
cordingly, this significant word will have to be defined more 
completely, and in terms of the total subject matter, as the 
study progresses. 
The adjective, "American.," pertains merely to the United 
States of ~~erica. It is employed partly because of its 
euphonic fitness and partly because it tends to eliminate, in 
a way favorable to the purposes of this study, the idea of parts 
5 
(or states) within the over-all unit of the nation. It is used 
much in the same way as one would use it in referring to the 
American Navy when he really means the United States Navy. It 
means that this investigation will not involve viewpoints, ex-
cept in an indirect or incidental way, of men who are not con-
sidered native to the United States of America. 
The phrase, "social Christianity,n is the designation which 
has been applied to the movement among certain Christian leaders 
whose avowed purposes are to arouse a strong social conscious-
ness both within organized Christianity and among the economic 
policy makers of the nation. The movement is also variously 
referred to as "Christian socialism," or the "social gospel 
movement;n terms which many consider interchangeably with that 
found in the title of this work. It would appear more accurate, 
however, to refer to the social gospel as the instrument of 
social Christianity, and to Christian socialism as the more ex-
·treme or left wing form of social Christianity, although there 
is a sense, as explained in Chapter V, in which a genuinely 
Christian socialism may be considered the prominent view on 
property within the movement. In the early days of its develop-
ment this movement was considered merely a social emphasis in 
American Protestant Christianity.3 It has since grown into a 
movement which represents an effort to bring about social and 
economic changes, with reference to personal activities and 
national policies, under which the secularism of capitalism 
would be supplanted by a Christian social emphasis based on 
3. Hopkins, SGAP, Ch. I. 
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ethical considerations. The question of how thi~ goal is to 
be achieved, along with various pr escripti ons in the philosophy 
of the movement, will be discussed in a subsequent section. 
3. Methods of the Dissertation 
The approach to this study begins with a statement of the 
problem, followed by concise definitions of the more i mportant 
terms contained in the title. Then follows the presentation of 
a brief account of the historical development of social Christ-
ianity in America which provides a setting for demonstrating 
the relationship of property . to the movement and for considering 
other investigations which have been made into problems more or 
less closely related to this field. 
In Chapter II it will be seen that the subject of property 
cannot be avoided by any person, least of all by anyone who takes 
into account the complexities of modern industrial civilization. 
The foremost diffictuties of this phase of the problem are con-
sidered and then, by relating these difficulties to the chief 
argument, the way is prepared for presenting the heart of the 
problem. Chapters III, IV, and V, deal with the main contention 
that there are definite and specific conceptions of property 
within the scope of American social Christianity, and that dif-
ferences among the ideas on property are less significant than 
the essential points of agreement. Then follows the evidence 
that the conceptions of property in American social Christianity 
are in reality what has been claimed in the argument. This will 
be done by drawing attention to the influence which this move-
ment has had on American thinking about property. The conclu-
7 
s1ons dra~ as a result of the investigation will be found in 
the final chapter. 
In exf loring this subject there are two principal sources 
of material from which to draw. First, there is the historical literat~elwhich, although limited in quantity, represents a 
rich sourc of information about the representative men who 
I . 
have been and are responsible for promoting the main ideas found 
in the phii osophy of social Christianity. Moreover, these his-
1 
torical wr f tings contain, in condensed form, the salient points 
or the varf ous prescriptions and admonitions laid down in the 
teachings I f these leading men. These writings are usefUl as 
guides to dlirect us to the most important men and events. 
The pr imary source is the vast body of literature written 
by the social gospel preachers and leaders themselves. An at-
[ . 
tempt has ~een made by the writer to consult the most prominent 
and'. significant of these publications. But, as has been indi-
cated, the task does not require the inclusion of all the lit-
erature in the field. The significant portions of this litera-
ture repre ent the primary source.· from which the conclusions 
will be dr w.n, for it is here that the ideas and their inplica-
tlons, in ~riet, the "conceptions of property," will be found. 
I -
Thus the writer proposes to establish and prove his hypothe-
1 
sis that tje heart of the teachings of American social Christian-
ity is to le found in those conceptions of property which concern 
acquisition, use, and purpose. The meanings of these terms rule 
out, so f t as social Christianity is concemed, any necessi'ty 
of insisting upon a particular political or economic system 
8 
for the a nistration of property in society, so long as 
property is rightly used as a means to fulfill a proper purpose 
as an end. This does not mean that the leading spokesmen of 
.American so ial Christianity failed to make specific and concrete 
proposals a to what is the best use as a means of achieving the 
end sought. The literature contains various proposals and recom-
mendations, many of which are brought into consideration in this 
study, but the central idea is that property shall be made to 
serve; that it shall be a servant and not a master ; that it shall 
be a useful instrument, not a horrible god. This involves a rec-
ognition of the potential hazards : implicit in property as a pow-
er wrongly r sed. It does not cal l for the use of property as a pow-
er weapon bf which men can be coerced into a subm.issi ve !'righteous-
ness." Suet unethical means, which can but corrupt the quality 
of the end, lare usually condemned, as will be seen, for an ethical 
pur pose ca~ot be served by an unethical ~ of property. Social 
Christianit~ does not propose that property be used in an appeal 
to selfishnt ss in order to make men good and thereby bring in the 
good society. Rather it sees the elimination of selfishness in 
relation to material things as a necessary prerequisite to any 
right ~ of property in the service of a worthy purpose. 
The si~uation which the early social gospel leaders faced 
was one in 11hich the main stream of church leadership tended to 
support the idea of the moral and scientific necessity of laissez 
faire, a po ition taken in those days by both economics and 
sociology. Protestant Christianity was largely bound by doctrine 
9 
and traditil n to spiritual regeneration alone, and that on an 
individual [ asia. Thus religion, as well as trade unions and 
government, was supposed to leave business and industry to the 
natural processes of the law of supply and demand. It should be 
noted, howet er, that the late nineteenth century reUSious press 
was always r.eady to prescrib"e solutions to the strikes and panics 
of that per,iod, and that these prescriptions, with extremely rare 
exceptions, always favored the imperial control of owners and 
managers. !Concerted labor uprisings were thought to be an in-
teference ,ith the scientifically established natural proc:sses 
and theref'o· e, in a sense, a violation of the laws of God. The 
Protestantism of the social status quo. They called attention 
to the f'ai] res of industrial capitalism and urged a drastic 
alteration. On the other hand they did not, for the most part, 
advocate any reorganization so radical as that. of Marxian social-
ism. We d] l find in the movement some tendency toward communal 
ownership, as will be seen when we examine the commonwealth 
colonies and the ideas of Bliss, Herron, Bellamy, and Laoyd, 5 
but the £o~emost thought in social Christianity has rejected 
Marxism. he leading spokesmen spent their energy largely in 
condemning laissez faire economics, in renouncing capitalist 
competitio1 as opposed to Christian love and cooperation, in con-
demning on ,religious grounds the idea that labor as a eomoddity 
I . 
-4-.--F-o_r __ a_b-~~i-lliant analysis of the attitude of the religious 
press d ring this period see May, PCIA, 91-111. 
5. May inc udes these men in his chapter on "Radical Social 
Christi ity," PCIA, 255-262. 
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should be ought in the cheapest market, and in branding the 
practical aterialism of the profit motive as ethically unsound. 
To them, t ese ideas and practices corrupted proper purposes 
and represelted the wrong ~ of property. In the turmoil of 
a series ofl industrial and social crises they believed in the 
necessity ~d possibility of a Christian solution. 
Such are the methods of approach and the general ideas that 
are pursued in this investigation. And since the geographical 
area which is covered does not extend beyond the boundaries of 
the United ~tates, there will be no occ_asion for referring to 
foreign aut~ors except in cases where there is specific evidence 
of influen~cle of thinkers from other countries on the American 
authors wh se works are considered. Furthermore, the writer is 
not directly concerned with any conceptions of property other 
than those rhieh are and have been held by persons who may be 
identified lith American social Christianity. The investigation 
is based e,tirely upon the ideas which are to be found within the 
scope of this movement. 
I 4. listorical Background of Social Christianity 
In a sense there is nothing new in the belief that Christ-
ianity has lr vital concern with the world of physical things. 
~esus, its ounder, pointed his disciples to a proper relation-
ship, not o ly to God their Father, but also to men their 
6 brothers. Later the apostles, the missionaries, the priests, 
and especial ly the monks had to cope with the problem of what 
6. See Matt. 22.37,39. 
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to do about material things and how they were related to the 
spiritual. Although Christianity has never been without a 
measure of thical emphasis, there have been changes in the 
content asctibed to the Christian ethic. Perhaps the most im-
portant of these changes have come about with the advent of 
modern indurltrialism and the capitalism of recent times. Never-
theless, in the words of Hopkins, "the American social gospel is 
but one of Ihe latest adjustments of the Christian ethic to the 
exigencies , f history."? 
I . (a} D namics of the Movement. It would be difficult to 
say exactly what causal factor is responsible for the develop-
ment of social Christianity. It is quite clear that there were 
a number of elemental determinants involved in its rise and 
growth. Do browski thinks that the social gospel movement can 
not adequat ly be placed in history by a nnothing but" phrase. 
He ascribes it to such widely differing factors and personali-
S 
ties as 
eighteenth-century humanitarianism; liberal tendencies 
in theol~gy as represented by Maurice, Bushnel+, Munger, 
and Gladden; an inherent concern for social justice; gains 
made in ~ocial psychology and in sociology as illustrated 
by the work of Ward, Small, Giddings, James, and Dewey; 
the infl~ence of a group of political economists and joun-
nalists ~iting with religious presuppositions, such as 
Colwell, ]Ely, Commons, Lloyd, and Bellamy. Finally, it 
was in p~rt a defence mechanism called forth by the at-
tack upo~ religion of labor leaders, socialists, and re-
formers, many of them deeply religious, and all concerned 
with the problem of social change: for example, Robert OWen, 
Saint-Simon, Karl Marx, and Henry George. 
7. Hopkins, SGAP, 3. 
8. Dombrows ·i, CSA,3. 
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This t leological explanation appears somewhat one-sided 
in that it largely overlooks the fact of interaction in causal 
relationshil s. Social Christianity arose out of a total situa-
tion which f ncluded social, psychological, economic, religious, 
political, ~d industrial forces and developments together with 
other histo~ical factors. But, .while social Christianity was 
developing, in the sense of being caused, it was also acting as 
cause in a dynamic interplay of social forces and dominant ideas, 
for, as Hopt ins points out, "its prophets were legion and their 
message an integral part of the broad sweep of social and human-
itarian eftJrts that concerned America during the half century 
between the Civil War and the (first) World War. u 9 
R.H.Gabriel considers the social gospel an integral part 
I 
of the Amer~can democratic faith. He describes the relation-
ships, and lllso gives his conception of the democratic faith, by 
saying that the social gospel was the10 
Christian counterpart of that humanism which in Amer ica, 
began wi~h the Enlightenment, modified -evangelical Pro-
testantism, was the core of transcendentalism, became 
militant lin the religion of humanity and late nineteenth 
century nee-rationalism, and which found its supreme ex-
pression lin the democratic faith. 
Thus sJ cial Christianity was creating while it was being 
created. I l s influence on Protestantism, out of which it grew, 
on the indus,
1
trial situation in America, and on .American economic 
policies will be examined in chapter VI of this dissertation. 
In 184j Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels published their 
9. Hopkins, kG.AP, vii. See also 3, 4, and 326-327. 
10. Gabriel, CADT, 330. 
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Manifesto o:t: the Communist Party, in which religion was called 
the opiate 0f the people. Three years later in America, Stephen 
Colwell publ ished his book, New Themes for the Protestant Clergy, 
in which he discussed the relation of religion to the economic 
and social order. These two widely differing works attracted 
wide-spread attention and, different though they were, both were 
the objects of vigorous attacks by many leading clergymen for 
.ru:any years ollowing their publication. Nevertheless, they were 
like a spur to arouse the concern of many serious thinkers over 
the very re 1 fact of new injustices growing out of the new in-
dustrial society which, from the very nature of the Christie~ 
gospel, cal+ d for action on the part of Christians on behalf of 
the depresseJd and helpless victims of a selfish society. 
The expr nding labor movement, following the Civil war, 
served as a [ trong impetus upon American Christianity in the 
direction of a more adequate social justice. Some of the very 
significant vents immediately preceding the Civil ·war, perhaps 
some of the 1eace aims and issues of the war itself, contributed 
to the growihg tendency to shift away from the "other-worldly" 
conception if organized Christianity toward the idea of apply-
ing Christiar teachings to this earthly life. 
For fifueen years following the Civil War, the period which 
11 
saw the birt . of social Christianity as a movement, there was 
unprecedente ' strife and unemployment, especially during and fol-
lowing the p ic of 1873, which brought un-heard-of suffering and 
hardship to large segment of the population. Sensitive Christ-
11. See Hopk ns, SGAP, 23. 
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ians who we le in close proximity to this suffering became con-
cerned for jmproved conditions. Some of the very persons who 
later becam leaders in the movement of social Christianity were 
victims of his unusual situation. It was a time of great strug-
gle in whic~ history records a short interval of optimism follow-
ing the Civ~l War, culminating in the panic of 1873, followed by 
much hopeleslsness which called forth the volcanic eruption of 
working-class discontent in 1877, and an awakening in the minds 
of men of historical perspective and vision to the grave neces-
sity of cons ructive action. 
On the whole, the Church was opposed to the methods, some-
times even t b the efforts, of the workers to improve their con-
ditions. y of the laboring people were alienated from or-
ganized Chri tianity either by their own choice or by a general 
tendency to ide with the employers on the part of most of the 
middle and ur per class church people. From the direction of the 
Ch~ches there was more reaction against organized labor than 
I there was faYor and encouragement. The loss of support from 
large number b of workers stimulated some of the mor e enlightened 
and concernef church leaders to go on the defensive against this 
trend and, as a result, more and more attention was given to the 
implications of the Christian gospel for social righteousness. 
More sp cifically, the dynamic forces which brought this 
movement int being can be found both outside and within the 
religious co unity. Outwardly it was provoked by the social 
situation wh ch involved such elements as the liberalizing in-
fluence of increasingly respectable descriptive science, 
particularly that of evolution as expressed in Darwin's hypo-
thetical wor , The Origin of the SE_ecies by Means of Natural 
Selection, p blished in 1859; the spread of corruption in local, 
state, and nr tional government; the winning of one moral social 
victory in t~e abolition of slavery; the dashing of the hopes of 
universal pr r sperity on the rocks of financial panics; the un-
justifiable Fiches of the few in the presence of the undeniable 
and needless poverty of the many in the midst of potentially ade-
quate produc-eion facilities and resources, the increase of pov-
erty which s J emed to become more severe in direct ratio to the 
advancement J f industrial progress; the decline in the business 
ethics of th1 economic world; and the contradictory gulf between 
the genius o~ Christianity and the unethical assumptions of cap-
italism. I 
From wiJhin the religious community, social Christianity 
was both a springing forth of its own self-contained germ of 
social ethicsl and a measured response to the threat of a mater-
ialistic civi ization to the Christian ethic. 12 This is seen in 
such develop~ents in the theological climate as the increasing 
tendency to j r dge ethics as more important than perfunctory the-
ology; a shifl in emphasis from the idea of the transcendence of 
God to that of the immanence of God; a narrowing of the gap be-
tween the sec lar and the religious world; an- increase in emphasis 
on the saving of society with a corresponding decrease in emphasis 
12. See an in eresting treatment of this development in 
Hopkins, GAP, Ch. II. 
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on the salvation of the individual apart from, and in spite of, 
his social lnvirorunent; a tendency to replace the orthodox con-
ception of l[otal depravity with religious humanitarianism; an 
optimistic iew concerning the coming of the kingdom of' God on 
earth; a re Jognition of man's share in establishing the kingdom 
of God, in dontradistinction to the earlier belief that it 
would be seAt down from above; and a renewed study of' the social 
teachings o~l Jesus together with the discovery that those teach-
ings seemed to fit exactly the modern situation. 
(b) Leading Ideas of' the Movement. Toward the very end of 
the ninetee \th century some of the prominent leaders of social 
Christianit were reco~~ending changes in the direction of' col-
lective and cooperative ownership of the means of prod~ction and 
of natural resources. This is one of the developments which 
provided the socialistic flavor of the movement. The moral 
justification for elirrlnating all avoidable poverty and suffer-
ing furnish + the religious flavor and thus for a decade or two 
around the trn of the century the movement could be character-
ized, to a crnsiderable extent, as Christian Socialism. This 
was one of tre leading ideas although it was not adherred to by 
all the lead~ng personalities. Furthermore, as socialism, it 
was of a disf inctive type usually expressed in terms of a co-
operative corruonwealth. Its distinguishing features were made 
clear by Bliss: "Socialists only believe in a fraternal State. 
Paternal Sta e socialism all Socialists unanimously oppose, save 
as paternal .overnments introduce measures leading to fraternal 
cooperation r ··· The State is but the means; a cooperative com-
13 
!.7 
monwealth i j the end." 
From the beginning of the movement there was a tendency to 
minimize th ology and stress ethics; to neglect the transcendence 
of God and ,o emphasize the immanence of God. This gave some 
impetus to the secular trend in religion and served to relax the 
I . 
existing tendency toward dualism between the spiritual and the 
secular. 
The "kJngdom of Godn came to be the most characteristic 
symbol of t J e movement . The very function of religion was to 
establish the kingdom of God on earth. According to this view 
the kingdom was not to be found within another world or in the 
world to It was not the church as an institution, nor did 
it exist me ely within the body of believers. The kingdom of 
God, to the e thinkers and preachers, was to be this present 
world of pedple transformed collectively into a just and right-
eous societ]J . A more complete analysis of the idea of the king-
dom of God ill be found in chapter IV of this study. 
There \as a general tendency to emphasize social responsi-
bility and t o minimize individual responsibility. Social evils 
were looked l pon as far more harmful than individual vices, for 
the latter jrre thought to be largely the result of the for~er. 
This led to \uhe belief that the criminal, whose crimes were 
chargeable tyway to society, should not be punished with a re-
vengeful and retributive justice, but should be treated, as should 
13. Bliss, E , 1128. 
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any sick person, with patient and sympathetic care in order to 
restore him to useful citizenship. 
Most o the leaders attached a great deal of importance to 
the cross of Calvary. The cross, however, was not looked upon 
as merely a symbol of atonement by which sin was paid for through 
retributive punishment, suffered by an innocent one on behalf ' of 
all, but as an event which was the climax of a life that had 
been spent reely in the service of man. The cross, therefore, 
should be t J e symbol of the social passion that should charac-
terize all J uman relationships. 
Insteal of relying on the social efficacy of the salvation 
of the indiJ idual, as had been the case in Protestantism generally, 
the social g[ospel spokesmen placed the major emphasis on the sal-
vation of sor iety which they believed would prepare the way for a 
more completr salvation for a larger number of individuals in the 
total societ~. Society was generally conceived of in terms of 
the organism~ c sociological theory. The individual and society 
should serve each other reciprocally. The problem of evil, in 
this settingl lost a great deal of its fierceness. Since most of 
the wrongs w\ich had to be endured were man-made, caused by the 
selfishness in society, it was assumed that improved social con-
ditions wou1J tend to reduce the damaging effects of the major 
social evils which individuals had felt it necessary to endure. 
A certai n amount of optimism characterized m~st of the lead-
ers of the movement, especially around the beginning of the twen-
\ . 
tieth centur~. It is never seen as an easy optimism with a 
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romantic vision of inevitable progress toward a righteous 
society. It was rather a hopefulness that just as there was 
evidence of progress in -other areas of life, such as industry, 
medicine, education, etc., there could also be progress in the 
area of social justice, morality, and religion in general. It 
was a hopeful optimism which provided for them the basis of en-
couragement in their efforts to bring about improved conditions. 
Looking upon man's nature as good and perfectable rather than 
essentially evil, and believing that they were rediscovering the 
social significance of the Christian gospel, they were simply 
convinced that conditions were right for men and institutions, 
cooperating with the divine power of an immanent God, to bring 
in the Kingdom of Brotherhood. This optimistic conception of 
history was combined with the doctrine of evolution. Social 
evolution had only lagged behind that of biology and technology. 
There were high hopes among some that new moral light was at 
last being _shed upon the world. The kingdom of God seemed to 
be at hand, the way of the Lord had been prepared, and the 
whole structure of society could be completely reformed within 
a generation or two. This was thought possible not only be-
cause of new religious and sociological insights, but also be-
cause new means of travel and cownunication could make possible 
the diffusion of these insights into every nook and corner of 
the earth. These same conditions could also knit the whole 
world together into a single social unit and all mankind, being 
associated in a neighborhood, could be made into a brotherhood. 
The proposed methods of changing society did not usually 
include rebellion and revolt. Evidence will be presented that 
social Christianity was promoted largely by middle-class ex-
ponents, because gradualism was the process generally chosen 
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for the reformation of the social order. Justice was not usually 
emphasized to the point of rebellion. An arbitrary meekness of 
spirit and a resignation to the interests of law and order were, 
by and large, regarded as of higher ethical value than violent 
revolt against injustice. Where there was open conflict, as in 
cases of strikes accompanied by violence, the leaders usually 
sided in practice with the forces set up to maintain law and 
order. Peace often assumed a position of priority over justice. 
However, there were glaring exceptions in which men of rare de-
votion to their convictions of social justice, such as Henry D. 
Lloyd, W.D.P~Bliss, and George D. Herron, proclaimed that un-
challenged precipitate injustice to large numbers would repre-
sent a greater evil than revolution. 
One of the reasons for the lack of revolutionary tendencies 
among the majority of the leaders appears to have been that very 
confidence and optimism , mentioned above, which produced a faith 
that social evolution could be achieved if man's part of the job 
of. improving society could be done without bloodshed by moral 
suasion and by resorting to reason and good will as a positive 
measure. l~other re~son of course was that they considered 
violence a negative method and that they were convinced that it 
usually creates more problems than it solves. 
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(c) Prominent Men of the Movement. The social emphasis in 
American Protestantism assumed the force of a movement about the 
latter part of the decade of the 1870's, and the origin of social 
Christianity as a movement, may be loosely identified with the 
advent of that famous work by Henry George, Progress and Poverty 
(1880), in point of time. However, although Henry George had 
great influence on many of the social gospel leaders, it was 
Washington Gladden who, by his teaching, his example, and his 
crusading spirit, seer~ to have led the way and furnished much 
of the impetus that led to the formulation of the school of 
social gospel thought upon which the movement is based. Henry 
F. May considers Gladden, "who summed up in his own experience 
. 14 
the development of the whole school, 11 as probably the most 
influential of the social gospel leaders, particularly before 
the end of the nineteenth century. May indicates that as early 
as the 1880 's Gladden was in demand as the social gospel repre-
sentative in the discussions of the major church organizations, 
and that "lay critics, friendly and hostile, often took him as 
the chief example of the new movement in Christianity.n15 Abell 
lends support to this view when he says that Gladden "epitomized 
the prevailing philosophy of socially minded ministers and lay-
16 
men." 
Gladden was first and last a great preacher of social 
righteousness. We shall see that he believed the Christian 
Church should be seriously concerned with the social situation 
14. May, PCIA, 171. 
15. May, PCIA, 174. 
16. Abell, UIAP , 74. 
as he was convinced that social problems could not be solved 
without the application of Christian principles. He rejected 
both socialism and the classical econornics of the Adam Smith 
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tradition. He was in favor of private property as a means of 
providing incentive for achievement in work, but he believed 
that property rights would be more justifiably sacred if tem-
pered by the golden rule applied in its spiritual sense. His 
social doctrine was an enlightened stewardship in which property 
rights would depend on the ethical standards by which it is ad-
ministered more than the form in which it is posessed. His em-
phasis was upon use rather than upon the status of property, for 
he believed that if property were wrongly used there would be 
little difference whether property was owned by an individual, a 
corporation, or by the people in coifunon. 
In the early part of his active ministry Gladden was more 
conservative and cautious in his approach to social issues than 
he was at a later period. In his lectures in 1876 on Working 
People and Their Em~loyers, the first prominent expression or 
his social passion, he revealed a moderately conservative atti-
tude by criticizing many of the activities of labor unions and 
by little more than a cautious lip service in their favor. 17 But 
within less than ten years he was revealing a considerable change 
of mind. Inspired and considerably disturbed by what he learned 
from the abortive Hocking Valley Coal strike of 1884, and the mild-
ly successful strike against .the same company in 1885, he wrote 
17. See Gladden, \VPTE, especially 41-42. 
his Applied Christianity (published in 1886) which has a more 
liberal content and a much firmer tone than was the case in 
his first book written ten years earlier. By now his strong-
est criticism was being directed against the oppressors of labor 
and particularly against the existing theory of labor as a com-
modity. Although he continued after this to add to his list of 
practical reform measures, he did not radically change his point 
of view; always rejecting political socialism and continually 
18 insisting that property rights be limited by social use. He 
was a prolific writer, author of the familiar hymn, "0 Master, 
Let me Walk With Thee," and a sucessful pulpit preacher. A 
number of his works will be referred to in the course of this 
investigation. 
We may look upon Henry George as one of the instigators of 
social Christianity. His importance to t he movement is due more 
to his influence upon other leaders than to his identification 
with them. He was not a clergyman but was a religious man whose 
influence has been felt both within religious circles and upon 
the .American economic and political scene down to the present 
day. His contentions for social justice profoundly influenced 
several of the men who, along with him, have been outstanding 
leaders of American social Christianity. Such men as W.D. P . Bliss, 
Walter Rauschenbusch, and George D. Herron were, by their own ad-
mission, influenced by the ideas of Henry George. It was in 1879 
t hat his most i mportant book, Progress and Poverty, was completed 
18. See Gladden, AP , 33, 52. See also his REG, 257-279. 
and published. 19 This volmne, dedicated by the author20 
to those who, seeing the vice and misery that spring 
from the unequal distribution of wealth and privilege, 
feel the possibility of a higher social state and would 
strive for its attainment, 
is of great importance from the standpoint of this study. The 
ideas of Henry George concerning the "single tax" on land in-
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volves some specific i mplications regarding private property in 
land as the free gift of God which, like the air and sunshine, 
cannot rightly belong to any one individual exclusively. To 
him the human urge toward social justice was the will of God 
operating in history. 
Another leading personality whose ideas on property are 
pertinent, was Richard T. Ely. A religious economist, he was 
one of the founders of the American Economic Association, or-
ganized in 1885, he taught in JohnsHopkins and Wisconsin Uni-
versities, and was an indefatigable writer. His books exerted 
a vast influence on Christian social thought. By his efforts 
through the American Economic Association he hoped to do some-
thing toward the development of a system of social ethics. He 
rejected the classical formulae of economics and advocated the 
ideas which he had received from the German historical school of 
economics; ideas which embodied ethical assumptions and provided 
for the total welfare, instead of individual self interest, as 
the direct goal of economic endeavor. Ely's principal contribu-
19. An author's edition was published in 1879. The first 
regular edition was published in 1880. See Library of 
Congress, General Card Index. 
20. George, PP, Dedicatory Page. 
tion to religion was the impetus he gave to the study of 
sociology and the consideration of industrial problems in the 
seminaries. He was an optimist with regard to the innate 
goodness of man. He therefore based his advocacy of social 
reform solely on good will at vvork through the total functions 
of society. He vrrote a number of books and, although none of 
them has received the wide popular acclaim given to Henry 
George's famous work, two of his volumes, Social Aspects of 
Christianitz, and Introduction to Political Econom~, have had 
a wide range of influence. These and other works of Ely, the 
Social Law of ~ervice in particular, will help to make up the 
primar·y sources of this study. 
·william Dwight Porter Bliss was the originator and editor 
of the Encyclopedia of Social Reform, a work to which some 
reference will be made in the following pages. Bliss was one 
of the most important figures of the entire movement of social 
25 
Christianity. Hopkins refers to him as an ".A..merican Pioneer in 
. . . 1' "21 ChrlStlan SOCla lSm. He was a crusader for the cause of 
organized labor, for church unity, for reform legislation, and 
for the nationalization of wealth on the one principle of 
Christian cooperation. He aided in the founding of the Church 
Association for··· the Advancement of the Interests of Labor ·which 
has been known by its initials, CAIL. He was an active member 
22 
of the F...nights of Labor, listed as a " Niaster Workman." With 
Francis Bellamy, a cousin of Edward Bellamy, he took the lead in 
21. Hopkins, SGAP, 60. 
22. Schlessinger, RC, 342. 
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setting up the Society of Christian Socialists in Boston in 
1889. He was active in various other organizations, such as the 
Church Social Union, the Institute of Social Service, and others. 
He was a charter member of the first Nationalist Club organized 
in Boston in 1889 as an outgrowth of Edward Bellamy's idealism 
so dramatically expressed in his utopian work, Looking Backward. 
His reform methods were based on gradualism. He was a prolific 
writer in periodicals, an editor, and traveling lecturer. His 
outstanding contributions and wide influence make him of great 
i mportance in this research project. 
Josiah Strong , for thirty years a leader in the social 
Christian movement, began his literary work in 1885 by publish-
ing his extensive survey of American economic conditions en-
titled: Our Country, Its Possibl e Future and its Present Crisis. 
He attacked the spirit of mammonism which he saw corrupting the · 
ballot box, damaging public morals, and fostering a gross mater-
ialism. He believed that a system which allowed an enormous 
concentration of power in the hands of a few people of wealth 
was a disgrace to America and a threat to its stability. The 
solution he offered was personal and social regeneration as the 
only alternative to catastrophe. Such points of view show the 
pertinency of this man 's ideas to this study on property. 
Edward Bellamy received wide acclaim in 1887 when his uto-
~ian-style work, Looking Backv1ard, 2000-1887, gained extensive 
recognition. He was an econoinist as well as a utopian writer. 
Like many of the other :prominent men of social Christianity, 
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Bellamy believed in the "nat i onalizationn of property on the 
basis of national corporation. The influence of his work had 
its effect in various parts of America as expressed in the or-
ganization of numerous "Nationalist Clubs. '' His leadership in 
the cause of social reorganization, and his influence upon 
thousands of ministers, editors, and political economists, di-
rectly and by way of the Nationalist movement, assure him an 
undisputed place in the history of .American social Christianity • 
.Another man of great importance to the movement was Henry 
Demarest Lloyd, whose dominant interests in life were religion, 
justice, and reform. His most i mportant publication was Wealth 
Against Commonwealth, a book which grew out of his sensational 
article in the Atlantic Monthly of March 1881 entitled: "The 
Story of the Great Monopoly >" based on his study of the monopo-
listic practices of the Standard Oil Company. Lloyd stood for 
economic and religious freedom, he encouraged the colonization 
schemes which absorbed a great deal of interest from Christian 
socialists during the last two decades of the nineteenth cen-
tury, and he believed the ideal s of the kingdom of God shoul d 
be extended to the spheres of trade, commerce, and industry. 
George D. Herron, professor, minister , statesman, prophet, 
and poet, believed in revolutionary changes in society. He 
compared corporations which refuse society a voice in their af-
fairs to George III's taxation without representation in the 
American Colonies, i mplying that a revolt against such corpora-
tions woul d be as clearly justified as was the American Revolu-
tion. Herron was not afraid to defy the traditions of his time. 
He did not believe in compromise and he doubted the effective-
ness of gradualism as a means of social reform. He was a pes-
simist with regard to organized religion but an optimist with 
regard to the kingdom of God. He was persuaded that the church 
could be effective only if it renounced its close affiliations 
28 
with powerful business interests and thus submitted itself to 
the cross of Christ whose message it professed to proclaim. His 
socialism was based upon his conception of sacrifice according 
to the Christian tradition and unselfishness according to the 
teachings of Christ. Herron's most i mportant writings, reveal-
ing his conceptions of property, are: The Christian Society (1894 ) , 
The Christian State (1895), and Social Meanings of Religious 
Experience (1896). These books are publications of public ad-
dresses. 
Professor Francis Greenwood Peabody of Harvard, one of the 
earliest teachers of social ethics in America--having begun a 
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course in this subject probably as early as 1881 --was one of 
the outstanding intellectual leaders who may be listed among the 
personalities of social Christianity. He was a professor of 
Christian social ethics, designated in Harvard as "Pl ummer Pro-
fessor of Christian Morals,n and yet he based his social teach-
ing on the same statement of Christ in the New Testament as Ely, 
the professor of economics, us.ed as a basis for his Christian 
economic principles: "Thou shalt love the Lord thy God ••. and thy 
neighbor ..• n 24 Thus half of the two-fold gospel of Jesus, ac-
2). See May, PCIA, 195; also Abell, UIPA, 232. 
24. Matt. 22.39. 
cording to Peabody, is a social message: 25 
What then is the gospel of Jesus, when it is stripped 
bf the theological interpretations which have obscured 
it, but the gospel of a working :man's movement, the 
language of a social agitator, the historical 'antici-
pation of the modern program of social democracy? 
Peabody's most outstanding work, Jesus Christ and the Social 
. 
Question, will of necessity, receive considerable attention in 
this study. 
Professor Shailer Mathews of the University of Chicago 
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from 1894 to 1933, Dean of the Divinity School from 1908 to 1933, 
has a great deal to say about the problem of property in the 
light of Christian ethics. He wrote a number of books and ar-
ticles in the field of social problems, and two of his volumes 
' . 
in ·particular, The Social Teachings of Jesus, and The Social 
Gospel, deal specifically with questions of property and Christ-
ian social ethics. He sees in the teachings of Jesus the doc-
trine that man is of higher importance than material things and 
that spiritual goods "could be posessed by man only as they were 
26 
made supreme over temporal goods." This is of importance to 
our study. Mathews' great life and teachings and his influence 
with a prolific pen assure him a place among the prominent men 
of social Christianity. · 
C.H.Hopk:ins calls Walter Rauschenbusch "the greatest pro-
phet of the social gospel:'27 Rauschenbusch, a Baptist minister, 
received most of his inspiration for social reform from his 
eleven years of experience as pastor of a poverty-stricken 
25. Peabody, JCSQ, 57. 
26. Mathews, SG, 84. 
27. Hopkins, SGAP, 60. 
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congregation in New York City. Later .he taught (for there-
mainder of his career) in the Rochester Theological Semi~ary 
where he wrote several volumes on Christian social themes. Dur-
ing this period he was instrumental, in cooperation with Leighton 
Williams, in setting up the organization known as the Brother-
hood of the Kingdom which played an important role in American 
social Christianity. The works of Rauschenbusch, particularly 
Christianity and the Social Crisis (1907), Christianizing the 
Social Order (1912), and The Social Principles of jesus (1916), 
give us many insights with regard to property. His ideas will 
be dealt with in practically every section of the main argument 
of this study. 
As we come to more recent times and to contemporary events 
it becomes quite difficult to decide who the great leaders of 
social Christianity are. This is especially true· since it is 
no longer as unpopular as formerly to advocate doctrines which 
sixty years ago would have been considered revolutionary. A 
pioneer always stands a good chance of being considered promi-
nent because, being different, he attracts wide attention and 
tends to take the spotlight. Contributing to this difficulty 
is the fact that, after World War I, there was considerable dis-
illusionment over shattered hopes of a better world, and an in-
clination on the part of leading thinkers to re-examine the hy-
·potheses responsible for much of the forlorn optimism of the 
decade and a half preceeding the war. New intellectual insights, 
the industrial revolution, and the development of the machine 
no longer seemed to offer hope of making the world a brother-
hood in view of the inhumanity of the war years. For all his 
amplified powers through the machine, man seemed not to have 
gained any power to control his own destiny. 
Yet, despite the widespread post-war bewilderment, there 
were a number of men who apparently believed that the war had 
provided new lessons and experiences from which new world-wide 
social advances could be made. Harry F. VJ'ard has been an out-
standing example of this point of view. Ward's ministry, from 
the first, reflected his social concern. In his preparation 
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for the Methodist ministry his attention was turned to the field 
of social ethics as a result of his reading, in the conference 
course of study, of RichardT. Ely's Social Aspects of Christ-
ianity. He was just beginning his career in the field of social 
Christian activity when the social gospel, by Hopkin's analysis, 28 
was reaching full maturity as a movement. In 1912 he began 
editing the Social Creed of the Churches and in 1914 the Year 
Book of the Church and Social Service in the United States. From 
1918 to 1941 he was Professor of Christian Ethics at Union Theo-
logical Seminary in New York. In the course of his career he 
has served as secretary of the Methodist Federation for Social 
Service, and as chairman of two other social action organizations; 
The American Civil Liberties Union and the American League Against 
War and Facism. Taking note of such events as the Russian Revo-
lution, the end of the First World War, and the organization of 
28. Hopkins, SGAP, 280. 
the League of Nations, Ward was convinced in 1919 that t here 
were reasons for optimism about the future of society. Admit-
ting that the recent developments were not likely to trinaugu-
rate the milleniwn," he went on to say that29 
the signs are clear, however, that we have arrived at 
one of those conjunctions of economic pressure and 
idealistic impulse, which occasion fundamental changes 
in the organization of life. 
In his early ·writings Ward reveals a pronounced faith in 
Christian democratic principles and calls for a positive co-
operative democracy in economics as against a negative indi-
vidualistic pseudo-democracy which under political protection 
flourishes for the benefit of the few. 30 By 1933 we find him 
32 
placing an increased emphasis on 1-.Tarxian Communism and stronger 
. t t 31 H faith in the Russian Sovle sys em. owever, he alvvays recog-
nized the importance of applying Christian ethics and democratic 
procedures to ]mrxian doctrine. 32 It appears quite safe to say 
that his position is that of Christian socialism with emphasis 
upon the methods of democracy working at the grass roots. For the 
pur poses of this study, his most i mportant books are, The New 
Social Order (1919), In Place of Profit (1933), and Democracy 
and Social Change. 
Some reference will be made to other men who have been and 
are still making their contribution to social Christianity. Such 
men as Bishop Francis J'. McConnell, Kirby Page, E . Stanley J'ones, 
29. Vvard, NSO , (Preface ) , v. 
30. Ward, NSO, 88. 
31. Ward, I PP , 200-213. This change is largely a matter of 
emphasis, for he had praised the Soviet Republic in 1919 , 
see his NSO, Ch. VIII. 
32. Ward, DSC, especially Ch. V. 
Professor Charles A Ellwood, and Bishop G. Bromley Oxnam are 
among the recent and contemporary representative figures. It 
will be appropriate to make occasional references to them and 
even a few others such as Charles Clayton Morrison, Edward 
Tallmage Root, and Paul Hutchinson. Countless others, both 
ministers and laymen, under the influence of the social gospel 
tradition have accepted and advocated the ethical doctrines 
under consideration here, but the due limits of t4is work make 
it impossible to examine the ideas of them all. Naturally this 
study is limited to those prominent Americans who may be con-
sidered exponents of social Christianity and is not concerned 
with those who merely discuss the subject. 
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(d) How the ~rends Have Developed. The writer is proceeding 
under the assumption that there was a time which marked the be-
ginning of social Christianity as a movement or as a social gos-
pel era (circa 1880) and that that era has not yet ended, but that 
the thought content, as well as the outward expression, has been 
constantly under-going modifications. To go back to those early 
years, before the social emphasis in American Protestant Christ-
ianity had reached the point where it was identifiable as a 
movement, we note that Stephen Colwell, in his work, New Themes 
for the Protestant Clergy (1851), challenged Protestant ministers 
to choose social themes and attempt to promote social action in 
the interest of the economically and socially dispossessed. J". N. 
Hughley thinks the 11 era" began with Colwell and ended with the 
First Vvorld i,ATa:r. As he states it: 33 
Our argament is that American social Christianity had 
an interesting and relatively unique development in 
the period between 1850 and the First World War, the 
war itself providing the initial shock of this gospel-
of progress outlook. 
This writer cannot accept Hughley's delimitations. For one 
thing, as this study will reveal, social Christianity is more 
than a gospel-of-progress outlook. Furthermore, if we are to 
go back to 1850, ·ignoring the obvious fact that only an in-
3'4 
significant few of the Protestant leaders took Colwell seriously 
(except his hostile critics) before the late 1870's, then we 
might as well trace the social gospel back to St. Augustine and 
t~ the institutionalized primitive church, just as does profes-
sor McNeill, whom Hughley accuses of emp~oying the term, social 
gospel, in a very broad sense. To go back to Colwell is still 
to employ it in a broad sense. As to the end of "this specific 
era" of which Hughley speaks, there is little if any evidence 
to support the claim that the era ended with the First World 
War. This is true even if we consider the very cultural elements 
which Hughley circumscribes within the bounds which he sets to 
the era. Did an era come to an end about 1920? Not at all, if 
we take into account the components which Hughley ascribes to 
"this specific era~' in the United States, 34 
with its distinctively this-worldly outlook on political 
problems, with its fever for cultural progress, with its 
anti-theological bias and its faith in the scientific 
method, with its pragmatic mentality in regard to the 
meaning of Christianity and its social task. 
)). Hughley, TPSI, 4. 
34. Hughley, TPSI, 5. 
This \ITiter, in going over the above list of symptoms in the 
light of current and recent developments, can find no "end to 
an eran coincident with the First vror ld War. This is not the 
place to go into a complete analysis of Hughley's point of 
view, despite the fact that a fragmentary consideration may 
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not be fair to him. In brief, the point at issue seems to be 
Hughley's contention that the whole recent trend in American 
Protestantism is in the direction of what he calls "Neo-Protes-
tantism," involving a realistic and dialectically synthetic 
revolt against the social gospel's "vague hope of social pro-
gress" and at least four other great dogmas or slogans: "social 
justice, brotherhood, the 'social principles' of desus as the 
heart of religion, and the Kingdom of God on earth as the goal 
of history," all postulates designed ideally to regard "the 
ethical and social .•• as of paramount importance; the theolo-
. . 35 
gical as secondary." This writer's argument is that this 
Nee-Protestant trend is not yet dominant, if indeed it is to 
be at all, in the main stream of American Protestantism. Per-
haps nothing short of an opinion survey could establish beyond 
question the validity of our point of view, but there is cer-
tainly no evidence that the so-called "realism"36 of Neo-Protes-
tantism supplanted the "idealism" of the social gospel, after 
the First World War, to any extent far-reaching enough to refer 
to it as the end of the era of social Christianity. By the 
35. Hughley, TPSI, 144. For Hughley's doctrinaire discussion 
on Neo-Protestantism see his Ch. VIII. 
36. A word which Hughley uses apologetically, TPSI, 133. 
criterion of numerical support, i.e.total number of notable 
exponents of the social gospel, the period following the First 
World War is certainly a greater social gospel era than the 
half century prior to 1900. 
The ideas and viewpoihts of the modern representatives of 
of social Christianity which Hughley takes under consideration 
in his book, correspond very closely to the views of those . 
36 
whose writings appeared prior to the First World War. New prob-
lems are faced, of course, such as the danger of a new all-
engulfing world war and the problem of new types of dictator-
ships, but the basic answers are still the same. Consider one 
37 
example. 
Blood and confusion and chaos can be averted. The 
Christian way is the way out •.•• The Kingdom of the 
Atheistic Mass Man and the Kingdom of God are at the 
door of the world. This generation may have to decide 
which one it will take. 
This was E .Stanley Jones, writing in 1935. It could just as 
well have been Walter Rauschenbusch, so far as the thought con-
tent is concerned, had he been facing the same world situation. 
The Christian answer is the same answer even though the problems 
are different. Part of the task of this investigation is to 
make it clear that the basic philosophy of these modern men, 
regar ding the use, purpose, and the relative position of prop-
erty in the scale of values, is essentially the same as was 
that of the earlier leaders of social C:b.r.istiani ty. 
Hopkins seems much nearer the truth in his portrayal of the 
37. Jones, CAC, 301-302. 
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developing trends than does H~ghley. Hopkins considers social 
Christianity as being a youthful movement "throughout the brisk 
years of the 'eighties," as having reached· in the 'nineties 
"the great flowering period" when the movement "was coming of 
age," and as reaching "full maturity" soon after the turn of 
the century in being recognized by the major denominations, as 
evidenced by the appointment of social service commissions and 
agencies, and becoming official through the formation of the 
F d 1 C "1 f th Ch h f Chr" t · · 38 e era ounc~ o _e urc es o ~s ~n Amer~ca. Hughley's 
critic ism of Hopl~in' s use of a "quasi-organismic framework" in 
no way detracts from the latter's historically based arguments. 39 
This writer proposes to add to Hopkin's description the 
idea that the movement lost some of its force when it became 
more widespread and more all-inclusive in American Protestantism, 
and particularly when it reached the stage of federation. To be 
sure, the movement's prominent individual leaders were no less 
insistent upon social righteousness merely because they were 
actively identified with the Federal Council, but the movement, 
as such, seems to have been largely swallowed up by Protestantism 
in general when it faced the necessity of cooperation, often in-
volving considerable compromise, with most of the major Protes-
tant denominations. The social pronouncements of the Federal 
Council are recorded in much softer terminology than the accented 
statements and proclamations to be found in the writings of the 
concurrent social gospel spokesmen themselves. The trend has in-
38. Hopldns, SGAP, 121, 122. See also 208 and 302. 
39. Hughley, TPSI, 6. 
valved a decrease in emphasis upon denominational differences 
and an increased emphasis upon unity , resulting in conditions 
under which the dynamics of the movement have been weakened 
and its keen edge blunted by the necessity of cooperating with 
the dominant middle-class Protestant churches which are so 
easily satisfied with mere resol utions and pronouncements. But 
38 
social Christianity, t hough par tly swallowed up by Protestantism 
in general, is still being kept alive as always through its in-
dividual spokesmen. To say that social Christianity was taken 
in by the major Protestant denominations does not mean that the 
movement was cancelled out by them. The spiritual crusade con-
tinues today. 
5. Relation of the Conceptions of Property 
to the Movement as a Whole 
The subject of property must be taken into account in any 
teaching involving social Justice. As already indicated, there 
are definite conceptions of property to be found in practically 
all the writings of the personalities identified with American 
social Christianity. Some of the ideas appear by implication 
from the social economic, and political prescriptions, but it 
becomes quite clear in the course of this study that there are 
identifiable conceptions of property, whether directly or in-
directly posited, running like a thread (sometimes more like a 
cable) tbxough the teachings of the prominent men of this move-
ment. There are, in fact, very few issues raised which do not 
involve property one way or another. 
6. Review of the Work Previously 
Done in the Field 
39 
At the present time there is no published or unpublished 
work dealing specifiqally with the problem of this study in so 
far as can be ascertained by this writer~ As a matter of fact, 
there has been very little investigation into the subject of 
property concepts even as they are related to Christian ethics 
in general. Joseph F. Fletcher states, in the preface to t he 
40 book which he edits on Chr i stianity and Property, 
Since Property, Its Ri ghts and Duties, edited by Bishop 
Gore (1913), has been out of print, we have had no single 
volwne devoted in a systematic way to the question of 
property in Christian ethics and theology. 
Social Christianity has been a loosely organized movement, 
if indeea it can be said to have been organized at all, involv-
ing certain "socially minded" ministers and laymen from almost 
every prominent Christian sect or denomination in America. ince 
it is not a separate organization composed of nmemberstt in the 
usual sense, its adherents have not always been easy to identify, 
and the movement has not been widely known as such. There is an 
abundance of literature by leading Christians not identified 
with this movement, dealing with the subject of property, but 
the problem of ascertaining just what the leading conceptions 
of property are, in the movement itself, and of explaining 
their significant implications, has not been attacked. 
One cannot study social Christianity without also studying , 
at least indirectly, the question of property as conceived in 
40. Fletcher, CP , ii. 
it, for since it is based on the Christian ethics of social 
and economic factors which have to do with material things in 
a temporal and physical world, it involves on every hand the 
subject of property and man's privileges and responsibilities 
concerning it. Thus any study which deals with the story of 
social Christianity, such as recent investigations into the 
history of the movement, will deal indirectly with the subject 
of property in itB proper historical setting. 
40 
In 1925 P.F.Laubenstein made a general study of the history 
of Christian Socialism in .America which dealt with the entire 
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movement. It is in the form of an unpublished dissertation 
in the Library of Columbia University. Since the purpose of 
his work was to examine the history of the movement, he did not 
deal specifically with its concepts concerning property • 
.Another historical study was made by James Dombrowski and 
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the results were published in book form in 1936. This inves-
tigation deals with the movement in terms of some of its repre-
sentative personalities. The work covers the last three decades 
of the nineteenth century. Except for two men, Stephen Colwell 
and Richard T. Ely, the personalities Dombrowski has chosen to 
study are the more socialistically inclined leaders, such as 
Henry George, Edward Bellamy, W.D.P.Bliss, Henry D. Lloyd, and 
George D. Herron. He thus sees the movement as "Christian Social-
ism" and assumes that, although few apprehended the cogency of 
their arguments, the movement was radical in its conception. His 
41. Laubenstein, HCSA. 
42. Dombrowski, GSA. 
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socia listic tone naturally places Dombrowski's work nearer to 
the problem of this dissertation than the other historic a l 
studies. Socialism deals in economics and economic questions 
are directly concerned with property. Yet the work is largely 
descr i ptive and historical, _it deals with only a part of the 
period included in the movement of social Christianity, and the 
lea ding conceptions of certain i m9ortant men are not analyzed: 
for example, those of Gladden, Ma thews, Peabody, Strong , and 
Rauschenbusch. 
A volume published in 1940, under the joint s ponsorsh i p of 
the Samuel B. Sneath Memorial Publication Fund of the Yale Uni-
versity Divinity School and the Rauschenbusch Memorial Lecture-
ship Foundation of the Colgate-Rochester Divinity School, is 
probably the best history of American social Christianity t hat 
43 has been brought forth. This work, by Charles H. Hopkins, 
takes up the rise and development of the movement from the stand-
point of the stages of its growth. It is a well-ar ranged treat-
ment of the pertinent facts in socia l Christianity's develop-
ment, including certain conceptions of the leading spokesmen on 
the subject of property, but its avowed pur pose is history an d 
not the analysis of any one phase of thought. 
In the book published in 1947, Christianity and Property, 
edited by joseph F . Fletcher, there is a direct approach to t h e 
problem of property in terms of Christian principles, but not in 
terms of investigation limited to American social Christianity, 
except in so far as the authors of the various porti ons of the 
43. Hopkins, SGAP . 
book may be classed a:mong · the adherents of the movements and 
may also make reference to the personalities of the movement. 
This book constitutes part of the evidence in support of the 
argument in Chapt_er VI of the present investigation. 44 
For the purpose of orientation and a general understand-
ing of the evolution of the concept of property, without which 
it would be difficult to grasp the subject of property in any 
relationship, this writer has not found a discussion more com-
prehensive, and at the same time as concise, as the article on 
"property" in the Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences. 45 
Various conceptions of property as the subject relates to 
social Christianity are presented in the Encyclopedia of Social 
Reform, edited by William Dwight Porter Bliss. 46 This source 
offers a brief survey of exact historical views on property of 
a few of the early thinkers in the movement, and includes · the 
etymology of the term "property." It is interesting to note 
that even in this encyclopedia, edited by one of the early 
leaders of social Christianity in .America, there is no sys-
tematic treatment of the conclusions on property which had been 
held by social Christianity's representative spokesmen, up to 
the time of its publication in 1898 . 
In 1940, Ralph Henry Gabriel published his comprehensive 
volume, The Course of American Democratic Thought, to wh~ch 
reference has already been made. This is a thorough-going sur-
44. Fletcher, CP. 
45. In Seligman, ESS , VII, 529. 
46. Bliss, ESR , II, 1120-1123. 
vey of America's developing economic, ptiDli tical and religious 
thought since 1815, which gives a perspective of social Christ-
ianity in its relation to the whole course of the nation's 
thought. Gabriel considers this movement from the viewpoint of 
the Protestant tendency toward humanism. 47 He gives a clear 
presentation of the movement 's relation to such other trends of 
thought as the social gospel's counterpart, the religion of 
humanity; the secular gospel of wealth; the arrogant faith in 
the "mission of ..A.merica;" and the influence of . nationalism, de-
terminism, symbolism, the scientific method, pragmatism, and 
other factors. The book is tremendous in its sc6pe, quite ade-
quate in its achievement, and valid in its conclusions; con-
sidering the author's purpose of presenting the American demo-
cratic faith as, "in essence, a philosophy of the mean.n 48 He 
provides us with some valuable insights on property in its 
power aspects. 
J. Neal Hughley's volume, Trends in Protestant Social 
Idealism, in part already analyzed in this introduction, is a 
well-documented description and ana lysts of the recent social 
philosophy in America, referring back to the beginning of the 
era of the social gospel which was, as he sees it, the middle 
of the nineteenth century. This work is of particula:e interes t 
in the present study because it analyzes the ideas and concep-
tions of the very recent and the contemporary leaders of social 
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Christianity . The fact that Hughley approaches his subject from 
47. Gabriel, CADT, Ch. 24. 
48. Gabriel, CADT , 418. 
the standpoint of his own Nee-orthodox theological position, 
and criticizes the men whose ideas he analyzes accordingly, 
does not detract from the value of his wo~k to this i nvestiga-
tion. He gives a faithful presentation of the central ideas 
and basic prescriptions of E . Stanley Jones, Professor Charles 
A.E1lwood, Bishop Francis J. McConnell, Kirby Page, Harry F. 
War d, and Reinhold Niebuhr. 
The Urban Impact on American Protestantism, by Aar on I. 
Abell, published in 1943, is an exhaustive survey of the effect 
of urban development upon American Protestantism and a running 
account, based largely on newspapers, periodicals, and reports 
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of religious societies and institutions, of the way in which the 
churches have responded to the challenge of the city. It deals 
with Protestant . social s.ervice, the challenge of labor, pr oblems 
of ministering to im~igrants, particular organizations and move -
ments; such as the institutional church and various co-operatives 
set up for the purpose of ministering mat erially and s piritually 
to the urban poor; and makes clear the relation of the develop-
ment of social Christianity with urban development. Abell pre-
sents an enormous amount of evidence which shows that most of 
the social problems faced by the leaders of social Christianity 
have come as a result of urban expansion. This urban situation 
is seen as the consequence of industrialism, and thus Abell, like 
Hopkins, sees that social Christianity was called f orth by the 
industrial situation, although Abell insists that Hopkins was in-
clined to ignore "the influence of urban religious and social 
problems on the socialization of the Protestant churches. n49 
Abell 's book deals with the problem of property in American 
social Christianity in a general way because it repre s ents so 
large a part of the total pattern of urban living. 
A very recent work which reveals deep insights into the 
i n dustrial situation in America and Protestantism's relation 
to it, was published in 1949 as Henry F. lA:ay' s contribution to 
45 
this fie l d. Under the title, Protestant Churches and Industrial 
America, the author first describes, in clear-cut terms and with 
unquestionable perspective, the religious climate of opini on in-
to which a swiftly developing industrial revolution was being 
driven prior to 1877. He sees the beginning of a shift toward 
social Christianity about that time in American Protestantism. 
The author's period of "intensive study" covers the three post-
Civil War decades. This is the period, he thinks, in which 
church concern with industrial problems "made the most crucial 
contributions."50 The author gives an astute and well-reasoned 
classification of the leaders of the movement. He sees among 
them three degrees of intensity: conservative, progressive, and 
radical. He deals vii th five maj or denominations: t he Pr esby-
terian , Congregationalist, Baptj_st, Methodist, and Episcopalian 
groups. His work covers all the i mportant i mplications of 
social Christianity and, since it deals with industrial America, 
it naturally makes numerous references to the various concep-
tions of property, particularly in the sections on social 
49. Abell, UI:AP, 256. 
50. May, PCIA, ix. 
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Christianity. It is a very helpful secondary source in connec-
tion with this investigation. 
This introductory statement has presented the problem of 
the dissertation and set forth important definitions and neces-
sary limitations together with a brief survey of t he historical 
background of social Christianity in its relation to the prob-
lem of property as well as a review of the literature previously 
produced in this field. This introduction also includes a brief 
statement of the writer's hypothesis regarding the problem of 
the study, to the effect that the conceptions of property in the 
movement under consideration are centered in specific demands 
for the right use of property, that the purpose of property is 
to serve, and that property therefore must assume a secondary 
place in relation to the primary personal values of mankind. In 
pursuing this objective it is necessary to consider the leading 
issues involved in the problem of property which is itself a 
basic issue in Christian ethics. This is the projected task of 
the next chapter. 
CHAPTER I I 
PROPERTY AS A BJ\SIC ISSUE IN CFffiiSTIAN ETHICS 
Before going into a direct examination of the leading con-
ceptions of property in American social Christianity, it will 
be helpful to consider the general attitude of the representa-
tive men of the movement toward the problem, and then to define 
and ciarify the most important issues involved. This is neces-
sary for a clear understanding of the difficulties and complex-
ities inherent in an ethical approach to this problem involving 
relationships among individuals, society, and material things. 
It is not an easy task. An exhaustive consideration of any of 
the leading issues is obviously impossible within the due limits 
of a chapter whose purpose is orientation. Thus, after consider-
ing the fact that the leading personalities of social Christ-
ianity faced the problem s quarely and without evasion, we pro-
pose a .brief consideration of the leading issues (involving 
property values, scarcity, the complexity of rights, legal func-
tions, and the relation of property rights to persons and insti-
tutions) and an exploration of their main features in the light 
of the Christian standards which are laid down by the leading 
s pokesmen of social Christianity. 
From the standpoint of Christian ethics, no one has ever 
been able completely to evade the basic issue of property. It 
may be assumed that Jesus came face to face with it even in his 
early life when he worked in Joseph's carpenter shop and dealt 
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with property in the form of materials and tools. He evidently 
accepted this relationship of property and labor, for nothing 
in his teachings would condemn it, but it soon beca..rn.e clear that, 
when it was necessary to make a choice, thesa pursuits and ma-
terial objects were secondary and his "Father's business" took 
first priority.1 This pattern of preference for God's will over 
material things prevailed throughout his life and was never more 
in evidence than when in Gethsemane he prayed: "Nevertheless, 
. . t 2 h not as I w1.ll, but as thou Wl.l . " T e same was true of the 
Apostles and early Christians of the Jerusalem Community who 
"had all things in common." 3 Their practice went back to the 
experiences of the disciples with Jesus when they had shared a 
comraon purse as they traveled together. This was not Corrununism 
in any Marxian sense because, for one thing, it did not involve 
any form of communal production. It was a brotherhood of shar-
ing in which ·their goods of consumption were pooled. It was 
entirely voluntary. Ananias and Sapphira, who sold their pos-
sessions and brought to the Apostles only part of the money, 
in an obvious attempt to gain the reputation of generosity, were 
not at all condemned for retaining some of their property, but 
rather for pretending to have given it all. This whole experi-
ence of common ownership was no more than a complete sharing 
out of a new-found love. It was a case of using property to 
help fulfill the purpose of service to each other in their bonds 
of fellowship, the fellowship being primary and the property an 
1. See Luke 2.49. 
2. Matt. 26 • .39 • 
.3. Acts 4 . .32. 
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instrumental but secondary factor in their mutual relation-
ships. 
When the early Church Fathers came to admonish those in 
secular possession of" property it became clear that they looked 
upon material goods as having been placed at man's disposal for 
the common good. Property to fulfill needs was a right of the 
person in need, a question of justice not mercy. Man is made 
out of the earth which is common to. all and brings forth nour-
ishment for all men in common. "For when we administer neces-
saries of any kind to the indigent we do not bestow our own, 
but render them what is theirs: we rather pay a debt of justice 
than accomplish works of mercy." 5 
The whole story of the evolutionary development of' man's 
conception of property is too long even to summarize here. L.T. 
Hobhouse treats the subject briefly in his essay on the "Histori-
cal Evolution of Property, in Fact and in Idea." 6 Referring to 
various anthropological studies of early hunters, more recent 
but still primitive peoples in Australia, and studies of' various 
primitive Indian Trib~s in North America, he reaches the conclu-
sion that property, in the early stages of development in primi-
tive cultures, was thought of almost exclusively in terms of use 
and not for purposes of power over others. He recognizes that 
the manorial system contained elements allowing property for pow-
er in a complicated arrangement including legal power, but still 
5. See E.R.Hardy,Jr. on Gregory's Regula Past oralia, I I I, 
in Fletcher, CP, 69-71. 
6. In Gore, PDR, 3-12. 
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there was the good ~eature that a child born into the system 
would be assured of his work and livelihood. Hobhouse found 
nothing in history to compare with the industrial system which 
has "virtually abolished property for use--apart from furniture, 
clothing, etc.; that is property in the means of production, 
for the great majority of the people." 7 1viodern industry and 
commerce have brought about the accuruulation of vast amounts of 
property for power in the hands of a relatively small number of 
people. This is a completely new phenomenon, Hobhouse thinks. 
It is certainly true that this problem assumes vastly more im-
portance under industrialism than it ever did prior to modern 
type economic conditions. 
If the problem of property then is unavoidable, and of such 
supreme importance, what is the ethical way to handle it? Can 
private ownership be renounced by some application of the idea 
of common use? Is man's reason and good judgment to be trusted 
through a system of private ownership protected by society? Has 
the laissez faire doctrine of legally protected self-interest 
proved valid and adequate to fulfill the best interests of the 
whole of society even with an increase in production which in-
dustrialism makes possible? If collective ownership is estab-
lished, what is to be done with the healthy person who refuses 
to contribute his share of work? If private ownership is to be v 
allowed, how can the problem of power over others, which private 
industrial property confers, be subordinated and the goal of 
property for use be reached? What ultimate social controls must 
7. In Gore, PDR, 21-22. 
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·be established and how far can they extend without rendering 
meaningless the very concept of proprietas? These are only a 
few of the most prominent questions that must be faced when the 
subject of property is approached from the standpoint of Christ-
ian ethics. A "socialChristianity" would have to face them. 
1. How the Problem is Approached 
by Social Christianity 
American social Christian leaders have never tried to 
"solve" the problem of property by evading or ignoring it. They 
have never stopped with mere pronouncements or been satisfied 
with simple recommendations, nor have they proposed that property 
as such be wholly renounced. They have always faced the problem 
squarely as a basic issue, h,ave recognized the disgraceful abuses 
which have been practiced in connection with its use and adminis-
tration, and have called for solutions in which both the ends and 
the means should be based on moral considerations. 
Speculation in property has been strongly condemned. Some 
of the leading men have recommended th elimination of all forms 
of personalty; that type of propert~ such as security holdings, 
which requires no effort on the part of the owner to produce more 
wealth. Social Christianity has stood for the spiritual values 
of collective ownership but invariably rejected the materialistic 
and atheistic aspects of· secular socialism. The leaders of the 
movement have preached that society must be converted from or-
ganized selfishness to organized cooperation and sacrifice with 
regard to society's relation to material things. They have also 





taught that the wrongs connected with wealth represent the most 
vulnerable point of our civilization and have generally advo-
cated Christian Democracy in economi cs as well as in politics. 
All down through the history of the movement, the leaders have 
seen that a great deal more could be done by cooperation, as-
suming both material and spiritual values, than has ever been 
done by competition. The answers given by the social gospel 
spokesmen to these and other questions at issue will be con-
sidered in the next three chapters. In the meantime, a great 
deal of attention needs to be given to the functions and impli-
cations of the leading issues involved in any intelligent ethi-
cal approach to the problem of property. 
2. The Leading Issues 
(a) Values in Property. It was indicated in the intro-
duction that property is any object, or group of objects of 
value. Implied in property is the rightsof each to his own 
faculties and those objects which please him and are therefore 
valued, to what he can produce by them, and to whatever he can 
get for them in a fair exchange for other objects which are 
likewise valued. This of course involves the person's right 
to give such objects to any other person if he chooses, and the 
right of that other person to receive and enjoy them. But this 
is not by any means all that is involved in the question of 
property values. Apart from community property would be mean-
ingless. As we saw in defining property, it is not so much the 
relation of · a person to a thing as the relations of persons to 
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each other with respect to scarce values. In a community of 
. 
interests and relationships, this matter of possession involves 
the condition that it be recognized by others to the extent 
that it may be said to become a right. Because of the high 
value the community may place upon this right, it may be abused, 
with commw1ity protection, as a vested interest. Then also 
this right of ownership requires a degree of permanency, within 
contracted limits, so that it is respected not only when the 
person is spatially adjacent to it, but also when he is absent 
from it. A third factor is the condition that a -person's con-
trol over the object possessed be relatively exclusive. Accord-
ing to the proverb, "possession is nine tenths of the law:" To 
be sure, this makes rented property the possession of the renter, 
and this is actually the case to the extent that the renter has 
control and the titled owner has relinquished that control to 
him. "In the final analysis of property': says Hobhouse, "it seems 
desirable for several reasons to insist that all forms of con-
8 
trol are species of one genus." Thus property becomes a value 
as a possession when its control is recognized as a right, has 
a degree of permanence, and can be exercised to a relatively ex-
clusive degree. This means that there can be values which are 
not property. Property is that which is "proper" to a person 
or persons. If all the world can use it with equal access, it 
may be a value (though not an economic value) but it is not 
property. 
8. In Gore, PDR, 7. 
Values are the ends that persons seek. Economic values 
have often appeared as ultimate ends in themselves. In social 
Christian ethics all types of material property appear as rela-
tive in value and are important only as means to greater and 
higher end values. Bread, for instance, may be necessary to 
sustain life, but from that fact it does not follow that bread 
must be the primary reason for living. This fact, so far as 
social Christianity is concerned, is at the heart of the prob-
lem of property. Material objects cannot be counted supreme 
values in themselves. The man of wealth is not a hero, or im-
portant, or a "suecess, 11 where Christian values are concerned, 
merely because of his wealth. True values are intangible and 
cannot be made to fit within the finite limits of material ob-
jects or be measured by any · monetary scale such as the dollar 
mark. 
54 
At this point social Christianity has recognized on the 
American scene a serious dilemma. The American democratic faith, 
based partially as it has been , on the gospel of wealth, could 
only lead to a par·adoxical impasse. It trusted in a problem, not 
a solution. It called upon selfishness to solve the problem of 
selfishness by gaining wealth so as to have the means with which 
to respond to benevolent impulses. 
This "Gospel of Wealth" is doubtless to some extent the 
fruit of the Calvinistic ethics which called upon the elect 
Christian to honor God and prove his election by his industry, 
thrift, honesty, sobriety, and chastity. Although Max Weber 
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seems to overstate the . case for regarding Calvinism as a chief 
cornerstone of the spirit of modern capitalism, 9 there can be no 
doubt that the Puritan virtues, stemming from Calvin's admoni-
tions and so well expressed by Benjamin Franklin's Poor Richard, 
were primarily middle-class virtues. 
An article by the financial and industrial giant, Andrew 
Carnegie, which appeared in the June (1889) is sue of t he North 
American Review under the title, "wealth," was the first and 
undoubtedly the best concise formulation of the economic phil-
10 
osophy of the gospel of wealth. Its count erpart in the reli-
gious sphere was Russell H. Conwell's popular lecture, Acres 
o:f Diamonds, published the following year in booklet :form. Ac-
cording to Carnegie, there are four principal foundation stones 
supporting modern capitalistic society: individualism, private 
property, the "law of accumulation of wealth," and the "law of 
competition." Conwell, in his lecture, contended that every 
man has diamonds (i.e. opportunities to grow rich) all about 
him, even in his back yard, wait i ng only to be dug up i.f the 
man is not too lazy to· dig. It was a call to work and save and 
grow rich so that the money could be used in the service of God. 
Every man was called to be a steward of God, to use his wealth 
for good and charitable purposes, but this required money, else 
there was nothing to be stewardly about. "Tens of thousands of 
men and women get rich honestly," he said, "but they are often 
9. This is Weber's thesis in his PESC. 
10. A stimulating account of' this plutocratic phenomenon is 
told in Gabriel, CADT, Ch. XIII. 
accused by an envious, lazy crowd of unsuccessful persons of 
being dishonest and oppressive. I say, get rich, get rich! 
11 But get money honestly, or it will be a withering curse." 
This preaching was exactly in line with the gospel of 
wealth which made heroes, and justified the fortunes, of men 
like John D.Rockefeller and Andrew Carnegie. This doctrine, 
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so unrealistic with respect to the struggling masses, was 
preached both by men of wealth and by leading personalities in 
Protestantism. They had Adam Smith as their econo1nic compa-
triot, and the American democratic faith in the free individual 
as their political warrant. While the doctrine paid lip ser-
vice to the infinite end values, the focus of interest and the 
real effort were obviously directed toward material values as 
I 
ends in themselves or, what is worse, as means toward the un-
worthy end of power over others. 
This dilemma may be described in terms of profit along 
with the purpose of attaining material abundance. Profit is 
held out as an incentive to enterprise to produce abundantly, 
and in the scheme of the classical economists that is just what 
is supposed to happen. By manipulation, however, it can easily 
be the cause of preventing abundance for all by reducing or 
limiting production in order to maintain prices so that profits 
in turn will be maintained. It becomes a vicious circle which 
would not be broken even if enterprise should succeed in pro-
ducing abundance for all, for limitless production would still 
11. Conwell, AD, 19. 
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not lead to the higher end values , and thus the nroblem is 
not resolved even 11here material abundance becomes both the 
end sou&~t and the goal achieved. The dile~rna stems frorr1 con-
fusing means ~.vi th ends or, more specifically, from the belief 
that one can be expediently substituted for the other. For ex-
ample, business profit, 'lfThich represents the income in excess 
of all costs ('.•rages of both management and labor, depreciation 
allm·1ances, interest on borrovted funds, etc. ) , may b e thought 
of as a means (incentive) to abundance as a matter of eco nomi c 
principle, but when abundance begins to appear and pr·ofi t is 
thereby threatened t he 11 prihciple 11 is often pushed aside and, 
by actual practice, profit b ecomes the end while scarcity (the 
very opposite of what ha4 been the end) replaces profit in the 
role of means. Such a fallacy of equivocation ca~~ot be ex-
pected to implement a strong economy, to say nothing of ethi-
cal principles. 
Anoth er point to consider is the importance of di stingui sh-
ing b eti'leen one means and another and beti'leen one end and an-
other . If the proper means is manufacture and t he proper end 
is commodity production, then share manipulation is an i mproper 
means to speculative profit '\vhich is an improper end. This is 
a form of the question of the proper use of property. A Proper 
means (manufacture) and a proper end (commodity production) in-
volv.es property for legitimate use, assuming equitable distri-
bution. An improper means (share manipulation) and an i mproper 
end (speculative profit) involves property for illigitimate 
power. A legal title to property may serve to corrupt property 
rights, while a true ethical claim to property rights derives 
from the proper use of property. 
Pursuing further the issue of values in property, we come 
to a distinction in form which involves both means and ends. 
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This is the distinction between real wealth and what is usually 
12 
called artificial wealth. Real wealth takes the form of capi-
tal and consumer goods, and the artificial wealth takes the form 
of monetary claims and tokens. The latter, which is no more 
than paper containing written reference to the former, can be 
used for bargaining, for trade, for speculation, and for many 
other transactions including bank deposits. The WTiter ques-
tions the appropriateness of the use of the word "artificial" 
in referring to this paper form of wealth. It is real in the 
way it functions and real in what it can do. In a sense it is 
more desirable than the real wealth in the form of material 
goods, for the use of paper forms to represent and take the 
place of real wealth makes it possible for a man theoretically 
to carry his farm, or factory or store, around in his pocket-
book. This sets up an arrangement of such convenience that 
most men of the financial world much prefer the paper form to 
the actual material form of wealth. The reason for this is 
that possession of real property would involve the financier 
in the duties and responsibilities of ownership, such as opera-
tion and upkeep, while the paper form of wealth leaves him free 
of these ownership obligations. 
12. For a more complete analysis of this distinction see 
Fletcher, CP, 182-183. 
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Two words, "wealth" and "riches," carry etymological con-
notations that help to make clear some important distinctions 
in forms of value. "Wealth" is one of the noblest and most 
suggestive of English words. Coming down to us from the Anglo-
Saxon, it is akin to the noun weal, the adverb well, and the 
verb will . ·wealth is commanded, and commended, as making .men 
consciously co-workers with God and servants one of another. 
The Biblical account is to the effect that God placed man in an 
unfinished world to inhabit it under social conditions and man 
was co~manded to multiply ~nd fill the earth, and to create 
wealth upon it by giving matter new shapes to serve hQman needs 
. 13 1n new ways . Thus the production of wealth is one of man's 
primary tasks. 
The word "riches," comes to us through the Anglo-Saxon but 
is related, through Indo-Iranian origins, to other languages as 
in the Latin, rex. It comes from a root meaning king , and thus 
denotes the special privileges of one, or of the few, over the 
many. 
To speak of riches is to suggest royalty. To s peak of 
wealth is to suggest well-being . To speak of common riches gives 
the impression that contradictory terms are being used. To s peak 
of commonwealth sounds consistent. The ambition to be rich is 
the desire not to minister . but to be ministered unto. A desire 
for wealth can conceivably include others in the well-being 
yearned for. As Tallmadg·e Root so aptly expresses it, "man 's 
primary task on earth is the production of wealth; the seeking 
13 . See Genesis, 1.27-28. 
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of riches is his central sin."14 
There is yet one further consideration of i mportance as 
we pursue the issue of values in pro perty. Values come in two 
forms: property for production and property for consumption; 
capital goods and consumer goods. To a large extent the Indus-
trial Revolution has already made capital equipment social in 
character and function. By and large, men have to cooperate, 
i.e. work together in time and space~ to produce goods under in-
dustrial conditions. They also have to work together in our 
complex system of distribution. When the early Christian be-
lievers "had all things in commonn 15 no capital goods or equip-
ment were included in their common holdings. Land and houses 
were sold and only the proceeds vvere brought together for s har-
i ng with one another. As will be seen, much of the criticism 
leveled at social Christianity in America has been one-sided at 
this point. Nowhere in the movement has there been any recom-
mendation for dividing up all the consumer goods, or even the 
purchasing power, among individual s, except in relation to sim-
ilar proposals for common cooperation in production and distri-
bution. I n early Christian times the modes of production could 
very w.ell" have been on an individual basis, but in an industrial 
age t h e principles of fellowshi p and cooperation are mor e cTu·- · 
cial in Christian theology in capital than in consumer goods. 
Both forms, however, represent values in property and both forms 
receive consideration from the social gos pel thinkers. 
14. Root, BEP , 27. 
15. Acts, 4.32. 
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{b) Scarcity. From t he standpoint of economics, scarcity 
is a necessary condition of value. Air is valuable, but since 
everyone can have all he wants of it, it does not ordinarily 
represent economi c value, unless it is artificially conditioned 
or restricted as,for example,in air-conditioning . If air in 
5eneral were limited, as in the case of land for instance, it 
vmuld tak e on economic value, the demand for it :might increase, 
and there would likely be a tendency toward certain t ypes of 
monopoly of it. 
Economi c goods are 11 those vrhich exist in quanti ties l ess 
.0 tll6 than sufficient to satisfy all wants ~or them. Economic 
values are such that 1·1e a re inclined to avoid 1·raste in our use 
of them, 1·ie are \'Tilling to undergo some sacrifice to ob tain 
them, and they are usually obtained only by a certain amount 
of exertion. But it is their scarcity in comparison with the 
hUJ.uan wants which they have the pmver to satisfy, and not mere-
ly the fact that they have cost direct labor, that 3ives ob -
jects their economi c value. Land, a free gift of nature for 
example, is one of the most i mportant of economic goods at the 
present time; and the less there is of it in areas \•There it is 
needed most the more economica lly va luab le it becomes. Utility 
and scarcity must comb ine to have an economic effect with re-
ference to value. Sca rcity is not the sole condition of value. 
Scarcity price is an arrangement for tak ing advantage of 
others throu~~ a situation that has already put them at a dis-
advantage and. perhaps caused them to suffer. Thus scarcity priC;e 
16. ~ly , OOE, 106. 
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becomes the concern of Christian social ethics. Something is 
morally vvrong ·vv-i th a business ethic that causes dealers in com-
merce to rejoice at scarcity and morn at plenty . But scarcity 
. of economic goods bestows power, the one-sided bargaining power 
of scarcity "price-fixing," upon those who own or control the 
goods. Any scarcity of economic goods is likely to create un -
fortunate coiditions for most people, but it becomes the oppor -
tuni ty to make fortunes to those in a favorable position who are 
unscrupul ous and greedy enough to a pply the principl e of property 
for power. Those who are too honest and scrupulous to follow the 
principle, and those who are unable to do so because of unfavor-
able financial status or lack of understanding or lack of eco-
nomically advantageous personal conta cts with the "right people, " 
find themselves more or le s s at the mercy of this process of 
power manipulation. 
A one-sided doc t rine of stewardship , according to social 
gospel thinkers, fails to bring an adequate solution to this 
problem of scarcity. Stewardship as usually applied is too 
limited. It assumes that God int ended that some s hould ha ve 
riches and that others should depend upon them. It overlooks 
the proposition, usually applied to politics, that power co::r -
rupts. Those who cry the loudest t hat political govern_rnent 
should be by all the people, because power always corrupts, are 
usually the ones who insist most strongly that economic power 
was intended to be iR the hands of the few "good people " who, 
under the "infallible" system of laissez faire, will create the 
greatest good for the greatest number. True stewardship, of 
course, in the traditional theological form, would recognize 
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the Lordship of God, in all property and would require a steward-
ly ac counting to God for the way it is used. It would allow 
the exercise of stewardship by human agents through social 
groups as well as through individual s. 
One other element of the problem of scarcity is its rela-
tion to competition. Competition in itself, however, may not 
be considered evil. For example, if a man makes a better mouse 
trap, he is doing mankind a service. In a sens e he has won in 
a competitive game . But if he refuses to make a better mouse 
trap because it costs more, and because with his old model he 
has already gained a corner on the market through ruthless com-
petition, t hen his competition has resulted in a disservice to 
mankind . In the for mer case his competition i mproves qua l ity; 
in the l atter case his competition has degraded both quantity 
and quality. When scarcity is created artificially by competi-
tion, it becomes an issue in Christian social ethics. 
(c ) Complexity of Rights. We know enough about the ear-
liest historic ages to be sure t hat tribunals, which always pre -
cede laws, were originally established not to determine rights 
qut to repress violence and terminate quarrels. With this ob-
ject chiefly in view, they naturally enough gave legal effect 
to first occupancy by treating as the aggressor the person who 
first comraenced violence by turning, or attempting to turn, an-
other out of possession. As a general practice we still cling 
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to this ancient principle, so that the person who can say, "I 
got here first," and :prove it, can usually make his claim stick. 
Now if only the claims based on first occupancy cruae up for 
settlement in modern times, the problem would be rather simple. 
It would be necessary merely to determine whether or not first 
occupancy were a just basis for a claim and, if so, then merely 
to prove the fact of first occupancy in each case. But the mat-
ter of property rights today is not so simple . 
First occupancy (or first discovery or first invention) as 
a basis for property rights is a problem that still is to be re-
· solved, if one is to take Christian ethics into account, but to-
day this is only one of a legion of problems regarding property 
rights. We can consider here only a few of the most i mportant 
of these, but enough of them to indicate how complex the over-
all problem is. As we take up these problems it is important 
to recall that property is sometimes spoken of as a "bundl e of 
rights." 
To begin with, ownership through first occupan cy is rare 
today. About the last that was heard of this type of claim in 
America was in the s quatters' movement in the V· estern states 
in the last century, and that was not an accidental or pioneer 
arrangement but a well-regulated and legally controlled process. 
The fact to make clear is that the definition of property rights, 
even in the last century, was the main point of the whole process 
and not just a matter of suppressing violence and terminating 
quarrels. In recent centuries the community has assumed the pr e-
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rogative of determining property rights. Settlements have not 
been based purel~ on private or individual ·assertions. And if 
the community defines, i.e.determines, property rights, then all 
claims may be said to be concessions or grants from the com-
munity . This practice represents a radical change in economic 
phi l osophy from ancient times. It makes absolute property rights 
impossible today even under capitalism and at the same time it 
increases the complexity of the whole pr oblem of property rights. 
As new conditions appear new definitions are called for. 
The modern state is continually placing limitations and 
restrictions on the rights of private property . Cities regulate 
the height of buildings and prescribe the material from which 
they must be made and the kind of plumbing which must be in-
stalled. Restrictions of the uses to which land may be put are 
common as, for example, the provision that no one can use his 
property in ways that constitute a public nuisance. The nature 
and extent of the conditions in private property use must be 
controlled by the state in the public interest. In such an ar-
rangement the mere fact that a proposed solution to a problem 
involving a public interest restricts the right of private prop-
erty cannot in itself be given much weight. 
The sphere of private property at present includes not only 
food, clothing, and other items of personal use, but also the 
instruraents of production. The law of the state establishes 
authority over man with regard to his own personal choices and 
actions, subject to certain defined freedoms. This is a direct 
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effect of law. But in industry we find large numbers of people 
ob eyin£5 the authority, sanctioned by the law of the land, of 
those who m·m and control property because the latter have the 
pov1er •trhich resides in the almost exclusive control of the in-
struments of production. It means much more than the right of 
a man or group of persons to do as they please 'ivith what is 
theirs; it also means their ri~1t to do as they please, to a 
large extent, with thousands of other persons because the others, 
lacking control because they do not share in the o'i'mership , are 
dependent upon them. It is often almost equ ivalent to ovming 
these other persons as well as o1·ming and controlling the pro-
ductive instruments. Further, vThen we speak of pm,rer granted 
indirectly by law, we must remember that it is the people i·ti th 
a certain portion of Oi~ership in the wealth of the country 
who frequently exercise most of the politica l control in the 
processes of making those lavts by i'Thich they are governed. 
On tp.is same question there is another factor making for 
complexity in the rie:..hts of property. It is the difference, 
often very clear in capitalist industrial processes, bet·~·reen 
ovmersh i p and possession; beti·Teen title and control. It is well 
known that shareholders often have no po vver to control their 
property. A new element knovm as management may make all the 
decisions concerning the conditions, the use, and the future 
plans of the tools of production. In many cases the management 
personnel is not at all identical with the titleholders of the 
property. Not the owners, but those who are hired to manage 
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the property usually control it, often in a way which violates 
the wishes of the owners. Of course, this applies mainly to 
large corporations. When a big concern such as the American 
Telenhone and Telegraph Company, claims that its property is 
social in natur·e because it is owned by millions of sharehold-
ers, it is guilty of the fallacy of unwarranted assumption • . The 
fallacy in the assumption is the failure to admit that owner-
ship , in the modern large industry, does not necessarily mean 
control. The cause of the complexity is i mbedded in the sys-
tem. It is a system which demands property rights and then 
throws out those rights by various limiting definitions of the 
phrase. It allows one group to hold title to property, owner-
ship in name only, and another to ho l d or possess that property, 
determine its use, the conditions of the disposal of what it 
produces, and decide what is to be done with the profits which 
accrue from it. Both ownership and control are property rights. 
Complexity develops where there is the necessity of determining 
the extent to which either factor needs to be and can be circum-
scribed. 
Since property rights have to be limited, directed, con-
trolled, regul ated, etc., the question of justice naturally a-
rises. It is a question not so much of 'who gets what,' but 
also what one does with what he gets and what principles are ap -
plied. In t his connection there are two kinds of justice gen-
erally recognized. (l) Distributive justice has to do with the 
rights of the individual in relation to the whole community; 
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rights guaranteed by law and i nterpreted by the courts. (2 ) 
Commutative justice deals with the right s of indivi dua l s in 
relation with each oth er. ':Che right of ownersh i lJ and control 
of ma s s - production property is a probl em of distributive jus-
tice. Th e right of personal real property and its ~ rotection 
aga ins t other· individuals is a problem of commut ative j u.stice. 
The line between t hese two ty_pes of justice cannot always be 
c learly drawn. One individual may bargain with another i nd i -
vidual in a purchase-sale agree_"J.e l t and it could be consider e d 
co.m.'llut a ti ve justice, but if the agree1ae nt set s a price pattern 
it would naturally become rela ted to distributive justice. 
It is in t h e rea l m of distr ibutive j ustice that soci a l 
Christianity has been ~ost concerned. It is what t he few, i n 
s pecific cas es, do to the many tha t re presents the grea test 
social evi l s. Conditions in the wor l d today are so vari able 
tha t rights are becoming ever more complex, so t hat it is 
easier than ever to find l oophole s i n laws and :nore eviden t 
t han ever that l aw abitrarily aJ;J ) l ied, no matter how well in-
tended or how well worded , may become, socia lly s peaking, nthe 
law of sin and death. " 
(d ) The Functions of Law and Government. Government 
regulation by law is recognized as necessary in the adminis-
tration o.f property in any complex society. In the feudal 
ages, when property consisted almost entirely of land, the 
feudal kings possessed large holdings of land. Later the king 
became a public, rather than a private person, and a large 
part of the crown estate became the property of the public, 
known as public domain. Inco1ne from the public domains s up-
ported the government whenever the greater income was required 
than accrued from fines, escheats, fees, and crown prer oga-
tives. Then with the development of democracy, when the repre-
sentatives of the people gained control of the finances, a new 
policy was adopted. Property was put into private hands and 
taxed for public revenue. This usually proved more economical 
than the feudal method and it certainly eliminated the neces-
sity of public management without reducing public receipts. 
In the early years of the United States, large revenues 
were expected from the sale of public land to individuals. 
About 1830 the pregmption policy, by which true home makers 
were given certain advantages in purchase, was introduced; and 
then came the Homestead Act of 1862, the Timber Culture Act of 
1873, and other similar but less notable laws, by which actual 
settlers could obtain homes practica lly free of cost. 17 This 
was done primarily in order to develop the country, but it 
meant also that the country had realized the profound truth 
that the property of individuals, when subject to taxation and 
regulation, was no less a part of th~ great patrimony of the 
state than those lands and forests whose title was retained by 
the governmen~ itself. The right of taxation and regulation 
completely doomed absolute private property rights. 
The problem still facing America is how far to go in the 
intervention and regulation of the use of private property. 
17. For a full treatment of this development see Ely, OE , 673. 
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Some control is implied in the very phrase " public domain, " 
and in the reservation of the right to tax. Subject to broad 
limitations, the right d:>f the person or corporation to use and 
dispose of private property has been retained, and this arrange-
ment i mplies the possibility of competitive free enterprise. 
When the functions of law and government involve the elimina-
tion or extensive restriction of competition, a new definition 
is required for private property. For a long time in .America 
this has been one of the explosive questions which social 
Christianity has faced. 
The defenders of the oompetitive system claim that it is 
superior because it guides production, by the search for pro-
fits, into channels of maximum satisfaction of hwnan wants. The 
people will pay for what they want and the lure of profits will 
bring about its production. Then why allow any government in-
tervention? It is argued that we can't go wrong with a system 
which performs the t wo-fold service of revealing and satisfying 
human wants. There are, however, several i mportant considera-
tions that lessen the force of the argument. 
In t he first place the satisfaction of wants often de pends 
mor e upon income or purchasing power than upon the existence of 
the human wants. It shows a lack of insight into the probl em 
to say that the shifting of labor and capital from the produc-
tion of necessities for the poor to the production of luxuries 
for the rich, simply because it may be more profit able, neces-
sarily means a better satisfaction of hQ~an wants. The extent 
to which human wants are satisfied depends on the way wealth 
is distributed as well as upon the amount and kinds of things 
produced for profit. 
Another consideration is that the satisfaction of present 
wants may be self-defeating if the profit incentive overlooks 
the long-range needs of society. · The desire for profits, for 
instance, ma.y leave the forests depleted for later generations, 
a plague which America has already experienced. 
When one takes ethics into account, it is necessary to 
consider the quality as well as the quantity in want-satisfac-
tion. Pure profit seeking would promote the distribution of 
harmful narcotics, adulterated fo ods, and the continued ex-
.istence of socially undesirable conditions such as disease-
producing slums. :Moreover, the private pursuit of profits has 
not proved adequate to provide the satisfaction of some of the 
most intense wants of human society. Many of the things which 
man wants and needs, such as public schools, parks , libraries, 
clean streets, etc., are not in the list of things produced 
from the incentives of private profits or through the system 
of competitive free enterprise. 
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In the public interest the governraent can conceivably re-
gulate the unfavorable concentration of wealth in t he hands .of 
a few individuals and corporations just as logically as it can 
regulate forestry, education, or public highways. The power to 
do so is implicit in the concept of contingent title (owner-
ship conditioned by considerat ions of tax payments , obedience 
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to national ~aws, etc.) and the criterion of socially approved 
use, but these principles are generally considered radical and 
revolutionar-y. To be sure, it would represent a lirni tat ion of 
private accwnulation and ownership, a move that would likely 
meet violent opposition, but in practice a government may, and 
often does, limit private possessions of the masses by the 
policy of protecting the few in thei~ excessive accmaulations. 
It thus becomes a question of whose interests are to be pro-
tected. 
At least one other point needs to be considered as we deal 
with the functions of law and government. It is the problem of 
explaining and counteracting the phenomena of extreme poverty 
in the midst of plenty and cases of excessive wealth in the 
midst of wide-spread poverty. An understanding of the causes 
of these problems may give us some clues about the application 
of remedies. Explanations that are usually given fall into two 
classes: (1) those that emphasize individual responsibility, 
and (2 ) those that emphasize social responsibility. According 
to the first, riches are the reward of efficiency and poverty 
the penalty of inefficiency. According to the second, both 
poverty and riches are the result of socially established and 
legally approved inequities. Exponents of the social gospel do 
not deny that individual differences in ability exist, but they 
think that differences in reward are quite out of proportion to 
differences in ability. And of what social value are such an 
abili t .:V.• as that of shrewdness, if it results in no more than 
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the accwnulation of a vast fortune out of the already oppres-
sive poverty of a maj or portion of society? This is typical of 
the kind of searching questions which social Christianity raises. 
Its spokesmen recognize that in order to bring about a more 
equitable justice government functions can include measures to 
diffuse excessive accumulations of pr ivate and corporate wealth, 
measures to alter the methods of wealth acquisition, and meas-
ures to strengthen, and reduce the number, of society's ineffi-
cient members. 
(e) Property Rights and Persons. Personal sel f-hood is 
organic with the society in which it is formed. One cannot 
sympathize without another, and one cannot have virtues apar t 
from others. Pr ide and self-esteem, and the rest of t he ego-
isms go when the contrast of self and other are removed. Take 
away the "super-ego" and there could be no "ego." Personality 
at every stage involves social interaction. To be a person 
means to be a conscious member in a social order. One could 
not even distinguish between the real and the unreal, between 
the f act and the hallucination, if he did. not have others to 
verify the one and reject the other. Referring to the teaching 
of a "modern psychologist," Rufus M. Jones states that "it can 
be positively asserted that there can be self-consciousness 
only through social consciousness."18 Paul Johnson says that 
"isolation is i mpossibl e, for the solitary person is unreal, 
abstract, artificial, abnorma1.n19 
18. Jones, SLSW ) 56. 
19. Johnson, PR , 8 . 
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R. l1 ~ !-1aciver puts the question historically by showing that 
there has been a dialectic development with regard to the re-
lation of the. individual to society. He represents it as a 
long-range swing of the pendulum from one extreme to the other. 
The earlier life and customs of the city-communities of Greece 
and Rome, in the absence of sharp differentiation between com-
munity and state, rested on the pr inciple which regards the 
community, not its citizens, as : the unit of personality. When 
the time comes that this conception ho longer meets the ex-
panding s piritual necessities of personality, there is a danger 
that in the individual's revolt against traditional social 
claims he will deny the validity of every social claim. This 
is what happened in the rise of the false "individualism" of 
"the Stoic, the Epicurean, and the early Christian," resulting 
in an individualism which indeed makes the person "the focus of 
his own personality, but makes him focus and circumference as 
11 " 20 we • Thus, instead of the individual's finding his indi-
viduality within his social relationships, there was an attempt 
to find it by stripping him of social relationships. Going too 
far in either direction leads to difficulty in the light of 
social fact. On the one hand the individual is not free from 
the domination and molding processes of his social environment, 
and on the other, he is not obliterated by it. Stating it posi-
tively, we may say that individual personalities affect culture 
and culture affects individual personalities. Culture is not 
completely dominant in personality formation . This explains why 
20. Maciver , COM, 235. 
individual personalities are not a l l alike and also gives a 
clue regarding the dynamics of culture change. But it raises 
the question as to how the individual can be so much a part of 
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his social enviroruaent and yet be different enough to develop 
constitutional qualities as an individual. As an individual he 
must adjust to a social status; and thus develops what Ralph 
Linton calls a "status personality;" and as a socia l being he 
ne ver loses his "actual personality. " In this connection Linton 
says that 11 the average individual in all societies is able to 
reach a working ad j ustment between his actual personality and 
21 
his status personality. " But t he total effective reality 
which the indiv~dual confronts includes also the external physi-
cal environraent which he must master to satisfy his needs for 
food and shelter, as well as the social realities which demand 
22 i mpulse exercise and control. Thus, while personality forma-
tion i ncludes a person's relation to t h ings, the personality is 
constituted in the person's relation to other per s ons or groups 
and to their established institutions. Material things are i m-
portant to the person but they do not enter as an integral part 
of his personality except in relation to other pers ons. Hence 
a person may own things (in the sense of control as discussed 
earlier in this chapter) but he cannot own another person in any 
complete or real sense. 
This fact is now recognized in most legal and jural rela-
tionships. As Fletcher states it, "law does not, cannot, define 
21. Linton, SOM, 483. 
22. See Kardiner, I HS , 128. 
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the relations of persons to things. It defines the relations of 
23 persons to persons . u This truth was discussed fully in our 
section on definitions. It must be recognized, ho·wever, that a 
person's relation to things involves him in relations with other 
persons, particularly if the things are considered of value, 
that is to say, property. A disagreement between two persons 
as to which has the greater claim or more legitimate right to 
an object is a normative situation and involves ethics. Even 
if the argument is resolved ·on a basis of law and l?gic, the 
moral element of what is right and what is v~ong enters into 
the settlement because syllogistic premises , in such cases, us-
ually stem from cultural postulates and legal statutes are the 
outgrowth of ethical judgments based on and emerging from social 
custom. 
It is safe to assurn.e that any ideal arrangem.ent involving 
property rights and persons would require that property be 
viewed in such a way as not to make it a barrier or " bone of 
contention" between or among persons. The fact that it is often 
such a barrier between two of more persons, keeping them spirit-
ually apart even though they may ·be spatially adj a cent to one 
another~ makes property a matter of serious concern in Christian 
theology. Anything that affects personality becomes important 
in Christian ethics. It is -therefore necessary to remember that 
property is not only a problem; it can also mal{e a personalistic 
contribution. Just as it can be a gulf bet-vveen people, it can 
also be a bridge. The question is more than getting property 
23. Fletcher, CP , 195. 
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out of the way as a hindrance; it i s a matter of putting prop-
erty in its proper place to make it subsidize persons in their 
social milieu. As such the question involves the several theo-
ries of value that have been set forth. 
One of the earliest of record was the Scholastic idea that 
when men work they mix themselves with the raw materials and 
that therefore what they produce becomes a part of them. To 
dOhn Locke this idea was the fundamental justification for pri-
vate property. Locke thought of this basis for pri vate prop-
erty as a precept of natural law and therefore antecedent to 
positive law. Yet Locke apparently recognized that this con-
c.eption limits property by use, for he insists that "as much as 
anyone can make use of to any advantage of life until it spoils, 
so much he may by his labour fix, and property in whatever is 
beyond this is more than his sh~re, and belongs to others" 24 
Locke, therefore, would not condone the engrossing of vast for-
tunes. 
The Mercantilists, the classical economists, and certain 
proletarian exponents of this "labor theory of value, " using 
the property-mixed-with-labor theory as a starting point, have 
developed many variations and, from the standpoint of ethics, 
some distortions of the Scholastic, and Locke's, point of view. 
In some cases profit from capital has been justified because 
capital is viewed as stored up labor. It is true that Locke 
seems to justify the accumulation of more wealth than a man can 
24. Second Treatise on Civil Government, Ch. v. 
See Coker, RPP, 540. 
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make use of when he says 
that the consent of men have agreed to a dispropor-
tionate and unequal posession of the earth--I mean 
out of the bounds of society and compact, for in 
governments the laws regulate it, t hey having by 
consent found out and agreed in a way how a man may 
rightfully, and without injury, possess more than 
he hims elf can make use of, by r eceiving gold and 
silver. 
Yet, not only does he cohdition such surplus accumulation by 
using the words, "without injury, " but he makes it plain that 
it is also conditioned by the fact that t h ere was in his day 
mor e than enough to go around with r egard to productive land, 
for Amer ica was still largely an uninhabited territory~6 It is 
not likely that Locke would appr ove the vast fortunes of the 
modern industrial era, for he emphasized the need of law and 
government to ac rorrm cxlate their acts to the princi.9les of natural 
law. Hobhouse expresses his opinion on this question in the 
following words: "If we press this principle in t he case of 
property, it seems clear that Locke might be led, if he were 
living now, to somewhat radical conclusions.n 27 
There are those at the other extreme who have argued that 
since labor produces all wealth , the laporer alone has a right 
to the whole produce of labor. This is not the place to delve 
into the details of all these economic theories, but it is well 
to point out that most of them (including Karl Iviarx in his use 
of the labor theory of value for his own purposes) have placed 
the major emphasis upon property (or capita l or wealth) and not 
25. Second Treatise, Ch. V., in Coker, RPP , 548 . 
26. His two treatises appeared in 1690. 
27. In Gore, PDR, 27. 
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upon the person. It is quite clear that the problem is much 
broader than economics. 
The idea of labor as a c mamodity, still widely accepted 
in practice ·if not in legal theory, stands in still stronger 
opposition to the personalistic conception of man. Carried to 
its logical conclusion, it mruces man a piece of property him-
self; a wage slave to be manipulated, speculated upon, and sold 
to the highest bidder. It may mix labor with the product of 
industry and thus recognize that the value of the product in-
cludes the labor that has been expended upon it, but it also 
has to come to terms with the laboring man as a person, espe-
cially when he is organized with others and the odds are not 
all against him. As a matter of fact labor can use the s ame 
property-mixed-with-labor theory and, a pplying it differently, 
ma ke a property claim on capital investment and emphasize its 
rights by staging the stay-in or sit-down strike. 
When the focal point is property, there is str ife and con-
tinued struggle but no solution. In social Christianity re-
s pect for human personality takes pr ecedence over all property 
claims which i gnore the importance of persons. J;;Iost of its 
exponents believe t hat this viewpoint offers a solution vrith-
out the necessity of strife _and continued struggle. 
(f) Property Rights and Institutions. The owner shi p of 
pr operty by social units other than individuals has become a 




to that which is proper to a person, or pro:pr1.etas. ure have 
seen that personality involves interaction and that modern in-
dustry requires cooperation. In an economic system which em-
phasizes private property it is necessary to make some adjust-
ments ' if property is to be owned jointly by a number of persons. 
The device that has been used for this purpose, in America and 
various other countries, is what has often been referred to as 
a " legal fiction," the corporate personality. The cor poration 
is accepted in jural relations as a person. For legal purposes 
there is an absenc e of any recognit ion that a corporation repre-
s ents a distribution of individual conformities and diss ents. 
Yet in modern industrial society the elimination of corporate 
ownershi p would mean the sacr·ifice of the benefits of mass-
production. As a matter of fact, these very benefits show that 
much more can be done by cooperation than by comp.eti tion among 
individuals, although there are certain evils conne cted with the 
present system of corporate property ownership . 
The principal evil is the limited liability enjoyed by 
corporation owners whereby the s tockholder, and ther efore no 
one, is personally liable for obligation s contracted i n the 
corporation's name beyond the ext ent of each person's invest-
raent in the business. True, the corporation may involve limited 
investment on the part of the stockholder, but fr.om the stand-
point of the whole society this arrangement has run into more 
difficulty with regar d to enforcing risk, us e , and possession 
28. This definitive point is discussed fully in ·Fletcher, CP , 199 . 
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than i s true of individual ownership . Ownershi p by institu-
tions or cor porations thus becomes a concern of Chr istian eth ics, 
be caus e ques tions of r isk , pro per us e , and actual posse s s ion i n -
volving control are t he ethical qu a l if ica tions of ownershi p . 
The corporation t hen i ncreases t he burden upon t hose who ·would 
sol ve the problem of property. At t he s ame time, a s s uggested 
i n t he t hesis of Edward Bellamy 's book , Looking Backwar d, t he 
corporation may point the way to a solution. 
J. The APPlication of Christian Standar ds 
Social Christi anity has always exhibited the characteris-
tic of concern with regard to socia l evils. It has not been 
compl a cent. Whatever the s pecific proposals by individual per -
sonalities with in t he movement, certa in basic standards have 
been t ypical of the movement a s a whol e. The application of 
t hese basic Christi an standards has been l ooked upon as the key 
to any solution of the socia l problem. With regard to property, 
t hese standards would require for the individual that he be not 
anxious about the material needs of life, that security in food 
and cloth ing cannot be the supreme object in living, for life 
is more than food and the body of the person is of higher con-
sideration than clothing . They would require of society a re-
cognition of the fact that the only rea l security i s social se-
cur i ty. Of primary importance among these standards is the 
whole idea of the kingdom of God as understood from the social 
teachings of J"esus, particularly in the Sermon on the Mount. 
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This approach to the kingdom of God will be dealt with in chap-
ter IV of this study, but it is appropriate here to mention 
some of its implications with regard to the application of 
Christian standards as advocated by social Christianity: 
(1) The burden of existence is exceedingly hea vy if the 
only object is to secure the means of existence. 
(2) No individual's life needs to be a ~onotonous slavery 
to the instinct of self-preservation. 
(3) The Christian religion embodies all that is necessary 
for a solution of the probleLw of society. Social problems 
would vanish if men could see and app ly the real truth in the 
gospel of Christ. 
(4) Christian standards can be applied in the world of 
human society by the fulfilment of the command to 11 love the 
Lord thy God with all thy heart ••• and thy neighbor as thyself. " 
(5) For any solution of the problem of property a correct 
motivation is more i mportant than plans or systems , although 
certain economic arrangements may be considered mor e conducive 
to right motivation than others. 
These are the main teachings and on the whole they a r e 
basic in social Christianity. They should be kept in mind as 
we turn now to consider the leading conceptions of the repre-
sentative personalities in more specific detail. 
The aim of this chapter has been to clarify the lea ding 
issues i nvolved in property as a :problem of paramount concern 
to Christian ethics. An attempt has been made to point out the 
difficulties and complexities of the problem when approached 
from the standpoint of self-interest , and to indicate briefly 
some distinctions between a personalistic Christian approach, 
which is largely that of social Christianity, and the approach 
of the individualistic doctrine of industrial capitalism. Hav-
i ng fulfilled to some extent the pur pose of orientation, we now 
turn to examine t he views of the leaders of social Christianity 
with respect to property and the individual. 
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CHAPTER III 
PROPERTY A1m THE INDIVIDUAL 
The importance of the person in society was made clear in 
the preceding chapter in our treatment of the person's essential 
· interrelatedness with others as constituting the very essence 
of the person. The conclusions reached might seem to exclude 
any consideration of the individual as such. Yet, while isola-
tion is impossible if there is to be personality development, 
there is a sense in which the individual is just as real, just 
as private and just as separate and different from others as he 
is related to them in the group situation. 
To begin with, the individual is born with unique endow-
. 
ments. Each individual grows up with physical features peculiar 
only to himself, is exposed to environmental situations that he 
alone can ever ex~erience because he is a constituent of them 
and helps to mold them, and he may have certain psychological 
cravings which help to form his own peculiar self-hood. Hence 
the fact that the person is socially created does not mean that 
he loses his individual identity. 
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The most obvious differences peculiar to each individual are 
the physiological ones. These comprise the physical features and 
are correlated with intelligence. They are a part of the total 
experience by which the integral character of the individual de-
velops as a unit in society. They have to be taken into account 
in order to explain personality at all. Ralph Linton states 
1 flatly that 
differences in intelligence may be correlated with dif-
ferences in blood supply to the brain or to metabolism, 
or even with structural differences in the brain or 
nervous system. Such constitutional differences belong 
to an order of phenomena completely apart from culture 
and can never be explained in terms of it. 
The i mportance of individuality is seen in the fact that 
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it is necessary to cultural change. Without individuality there 
could be no initiative or experiment. As Froiver demonstrates, 
wi·thout individuality "the profounder aspects of social coopera-
tion would be lost, the fruitful stimulation of social contacts 
would be lacking . " Maciver makes an even stronger case in point 
when he insists that "without i ndividuality there would be no 
2 
resistance to regimentation and thus no hope for development." 
For that matter, without individuality there would be no regi-
mentation. 
Nevertheless, individuality means more than just orig inal-
ity and it is certainly not limited to eccentricity. To quote 
Mceiver again, "the criterion of individuality is not how far 
each is divergent from the rest, but how far each in his rela-
tions to others acts autonomously , acts in his own conscious-
ness, and wi th his own interpretation of the cl aims of others 
on himself."J 
It thus becomes clear that the person does not lose his 
1. Linton, SOM, 466. 
2. l''~ooiver, soc, 49. 
3. M~Iver, SOC, 47. That sociality and individuality develop 
together as the two aspects of personality, is -~Iver's 
thesis in his COM, Bk. III, Ch. III. 
certain peculiar characteristics from every other person, and 
this applies to his personality as a whole as well as to his 
physical features taken alone. We should not lose sight of the 
"trees" of individuals as we look upon the "forest" . of society. 
"What appears to be needed today, " says Robert Lynd, " is are-
covery of :persons-in-culture by social science. 11 4 
This study will reveal that this concept of persons-in-
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culture has been clearly understood and constantly applied in 
social Christianity. Its spokesmen seem not only to have an 
understanding of the depths of personal privacy and of the sig-
nificance of the social bond, but to know also how to relate the 
one to the other in the proces ses of social engineering . Their 
Christian social programs invariably have a place and a task for 
the i ndividual, for the church, and for the state. Bliss, for 
example, called upon the individual to recognize t he principle 
of brotherhood and to sacrifice time , money, and position for 
his social Christian convictions. He called upon the Church to 
cease giving its approval to the selfishness of capit alism and 
to pl a ce the emphasis upon social so l idarity. He called upon 
the state for various political and economic reforms such as the 
elimination of boss rule, the adoption of proportional repre-
sentation and v10man suffrage, the promotion and enforcement of 
the eight-hour day, the i mprovement of the public lei s ur e-time 
facilities, and various other reforms. 5 In these ideas both 
the individual and the socia l factors are recognized and the 
4. Lynd, KFV! , 23. 
5. Bliss, in his .Article on "Christian Socialism in Europe · 
and America, " ESR , 258f. 
a ppeal is made for a properly r e ciprocating relationsh i p 
bet·ween the t wo. 
The s rune idea l is found i f we consider others. Bellamy , 
in his utopian work , Looking Backward, sees a nation of f ree 
indivi dua ls sub j ect only to the limitations and restrictions 
necessar y to further the service of the whole of t he nation 
with out neglecting any of the pr essing economic, social or 
psychological needs of any individual citizen. 
Gladden summed up this ide a l r elationsh i p with the term, 
"socialized individual . " By thi s he meant that the individual 
shoul d not think he could be consumed an d lost in t he cauldron 
of society, nor should he ever believe it possible to be suffi-
cient l y "ruggedt' or free enough to be independent of his socia l 
envir onment. He says that nit is only when a man owns t h e bond 
t hat binds him to his kind tha t he ha s any chance of be coming 
6 
an individual. " 
.A s for George Herron, t he whole point of his doctrine of 
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sacrifice was that the individual should lose himself, and t here-
by find himself, in the processes of self-giving for t he ser-
vice of man. As he s a id in one of his s peeches, " t he use of the 
material is the fellovlship of the s piritual." 7 The use of the 
material may be on an individual basis, but the fellowship of 
the s piritual is by its nature on a social basis. 
RichardT. Ely's conception of the "Socia l Law of Service, " 
6. Gladden, SFF , 220 . 
7. Herron, NR , 53. 
to be dealt with later, is closely similar to Herron's ideal 
of sacrifice by which the individual loses himself before he 
can ever truly find himself. 
'~alter Rauschenbusch's gos pel of the kingdom of God on 
earth stresses the importance of the free individual by means 
of cooperative democracy. The social gospel, which to him was 
practically identical to the ideal of the kingdom of God, was 
seen as " the religious reaction to the historic advent of de-
8 
ra.ocracy.n This same theme is being proclaimed today by a 
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modern social gospel thinker, E. Stanley Jones, who makes "God's 
order, " the Kingdom, a central theme in his preaching and writ-
ing. In 1941 he wrote: "The Kingdom is redemption for the in-
dividual and for the whole of society.n9 
All t he prominent leaders of social Christianity seem to 
sense the essence of what we have described as the persons-in-
culture reality. Differences in points of view are not found 
among them on this level, but on the level of specific methods 
of approach and on that of detailed prescriptions f or part icular 
cases. 
Before considering these methods and prescriptions it is 
well to take up one of the difficult problems which most urgent-
ly calls for sol ution involving the relation of the individual 
to his culture. A discussion of property and the individual 
calls up the subject of individualism. It was partly an exag-
gerated individualism in .Amer ican industrial capitalism that 
8. Rauschenbusch, TSG, 4. 
9. Jones, KGR, 57. 
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called forth the social gospel movement. This was indic ated 
in our intr oduction. 
The individualism of what we have referred to as t he gospel 
of wealth, pr eached by Carnegie and Conwell, has been variously 
acknowledged by them and their compatriots as "rugged individual-
isma or the doctrine of t he free i ndividual, and referred to by 
their critics as an "excessive individualism'' or exaggerated 
10 i ndividualism. This doctrine of individualism directly tn-
volves property and pr omotes a par ticular theory about it. Al-
t hough there are n~~erous modern a dvocates of it, there is per -
h a.ps no better formulation of t his theory than that set forth 
by Pr esidents .James McCosh of Princeton and Noah Porter of Yale 
during the 1880 's. It puts upon the individual the obligation 
to a cquire proper ty and then to defend it in order to supply the 
wants of body and spirit which property can suppl y . The indi-
vidual has a right to his property and it is the duty of the 
st ate to assist him i n its def ense . The right of pr operty is 
seen as having emerged from a higher law t han man's laws and 
therefore go-vernments should support the higher law by render-
ing service in the defense of pr operty . Vvri ting about this func-
tion of gover nment in 1884, Porter stated that ngovernment s exist 
very largely--in the view of many" they exist wholly--for the p ur-
pose of rendering this service. ,Jl Ei ght years later .Jame s 
McCosh expressed similar views in these terms: 
10. See Hopkins, SGAP , 11 , 70 , 105; 
and Gabriel, CADT , 147-150 . 
11. Porter, E]JB, 368 . 
12. McCosh, o:rvm , 40 . 
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God has bestowed upon us certain powers and gifts 
which no one is at liberty to take from us or to 
interfere wi th .•. All attempts to deprive us of them 
is theft. Under the same head may be placed all 
purposes to deprive us of the r i ght to earn property 
or to use it as we see fit. 
What this a ctually arn.ounts to is a theory of the divine .right 
of property. Protestantism's support of this doctrine, as al-
ready indicated in Chapter II, was in the form of teachings in-
herited from Calvin and the early Puritans which demanded of 
the individual industry and thrift as a moral duty. 
~hile invoking principles of the "hi gher law" in suppor t 
of this individualistic definition of property, the spokesmen 
for the gospel of wealth conveniently overlooked the require-
m.ents of that highei~ law which, as we have seen, according to 
Locke and the Scholastics, forbade the accQrn.ulation of more 
goods than a person could make use of. Vvhenever they did t ake 
this provision into account, they justified the engrossing of 
wealth on the grounds that there was no limit to the amow1t of 
wealth a m.an could make us ~ of by the good works of chal~ity and 
philanthropy . They believed also, on the basis of classical 
econornics, that thrifty and industrious individuals -vvould con-
tribute to the v;elfare of the v;hole nation by virtue of the 
selfish efforts which they put forth in accumula·ting their for-
tu.r1es. This, briefly, representec1 the climate of opinion an d 
doctrine pr omoted by industrialism vd th the 1' eligious sanctions 
of Protestantism out of which social Chr istianity had origi nally 
developed. It was the pervading influence which stubbornly re -
sisted social gos pel efforts. 
90 
1. Self-Interest and Competition 
The spokesmen for social Christianity, for the most part, 
were convinced that the profit motive itself was wrong . The 
problem of the individual with his tendency toward competitive 
self-interest was conceived by the economist, Richard T . Ely, 
as lying well within a general evolutionary historical scheme. 
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His studies led him to conclude that those who made up the early 
society of man were not, in any real sense, bound to each other. 
l1 ccording to his thought the destruction of any part of the pr i m-
itive group would have made no vital change in the life of the 
remainder. Industrial progress, however, has brought us in re-
cent time to the place where we are s pecialized and interdepen-
dent. One individual or group cannot now remain aloof from th e 
. 3 13 whol e. Said he , ln 191 , 
Let the class that devotes itself to transportation, 
for instance, cease working, and the disastrous and 
far-reaching consequences to the rest of the com-
munity can scarcely be imagined. Civilized society 
is coherent. 
To Ely, competition meant a struggle of conflicting inter ests 
which had nothing to recommend it, for in an econo1nic sense any 
such struggle alv·mys had to be circumscribed. Economists can 
only s pealc of competition as existing within well-defined limits 
set by ethical demands. In economics : piracy, cheating, lying , 
deceiving, etc. ; could not be a part of the competitive process. 
He points out that self-interest and selection, from the stand-
point of the "survival of the fittest, 11 has undergone a change 
13. Ely, EIS , 9. 
of meaning. Survival in early times meant physical fitness 
with the physical stamina to gain personal satisfaction of 
needs and to adapt to rough condit ions . But because of the 
close interdependence of all individuals and gr oups within a 
modern society, those persons now survive who exhibit sympathy 
and benevolence . "Bold and aggressive pirates were a t one time 
fit for survival, but now ••• t hey come to an untimely and igno-
. 14 
minions end. " Ely did not reject all types of competition 
because he believed that the upward struggle of life in the at-
tainment of worthy ends must include competition of the sort 
that is limited to worthy struggle, including sacrifice, that 
involves no unfairness and no use of subterfuge to profit at 
the expense of the final good of society. At the same time he 
0? 
~ -
rejected the doctrine of the essenti a l equality of ability among 
all men as pernicious. He stated flatly that "there is no more 
marked social fact, none more momentous in its consequences, 
than the essential inequality of men. " To him, the .diarxist doc-
trine of essential equality wguld weaken15 
the feeling of social responsibility on the part of those 
who are superior to their fellows either in their persons 
or their fortunes, whereas frank recognition of ine quali-
ties and of the favored position of the few must tend to 
awaken in them a feeling of responsibility. 
To be fair to Ely, this express ion of his vie·ws on human in-
equalities must be considered in the light of his ideas on the 
social law of service discussed in the closing paragraphs of 
this chapter. 
14. Ely, EI S , 138 . 
15. Ely, SSR , 174, 175. 
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At most points, Ely is fa i rly representative of t h e other 
promi nent men of social Christianity with regard to self-inter-
est and competition. Without exception the method of meeting 
economic needs by allowing economic problems to solve themselves, 
according to the thinking i mplicit in the orthodox school · of 
laissez faire advocates, is re j ected as inadequate and usually 
dangerous. 
Henry George vmuld eliminate, or at least limit, competition 
by tak ing a1vay unearned profit throug.YJ. a single tax on land to 
do away with personalty income or unearned increment. · To take 
the place of competitive self-interest he calls for "association 
and justice. 1116 To him association meant joint effort based on 
unity of purpose, and he gives justice a broad meaning to in-
elude equality of consideration for all l'l'i th respect to the 
ri&~ts of each. He considers inequality in ab ility as of 
little importance to the individual. In this connection he says 
17 
t hat nature "gives only to labor." Thus if a man has ab ility 
to gain more from nature than ot hers, by more effective labor, 
he may thereby have a just right to a higher return from nature. 
Yet this is of little i mportance to the individua l \1ho makes the 
greater a chievement, because George thinks his scheme of asso-
cia tion and justice ~rould change personal motives so tha t all 
men vmuld see t h e advantages which would accrue to each. Incen-
t ives would spring from the desire of each to benefit everyone, 
whereas in the present system there are suppressed "powers of 
16. George, PP, 508 . 
17. George, PP, 336. 
94 
the highest order, talents the most splendid. They need but 
18 
the opportunity to bring them forth." This view was shared 
by Ely, who believed that the state can and should be a posi-
tive ·agency in bringing about socio-economic progress. He 
made it clear that he regarded the state "as an agency whose 
positive assistance is one of the indispensable conditions of 
19 human progress." 
Shailer Mathews has a chapter in one of his books on "The 
. 20 . ( Vicarious Tenth of Soc~ety." Th~s human tithe the percen-
tage is only approximate) comprises those who do the world's 
work but do not get the world's pay. They are the welfare work-
ers, most of the ministers, the teachers, etc., who are not con-
trol l ed by the profit motive. He declares that the hope of the 
world is in those who look up9n life as an opportunity to serve 
rather than as a chance to make economic fortunes. In 1910 he 
·wrote: TTToday, as never before, is there need of an individual-
ism which, while abounding in social impulses and service, is 
1 l t th th f h . d .. d 1 1 21 oya o e wor o eac ~n ~Vl ua sou · " 
Turning to Francis G. Peabody, we find that he does not con-
demn competition, but t hat he can see no reconciliation between 
exclusive self-interest and the true purpose of property. He 
asks rhetorically: "Does money-getting fulfill a moral :purpose?" 
The heart of his answer is in his statement that "the modern 
social question tests the institution of private property by its 
18. George, PP, 336. 
19. Ely SAC , 28. 
20. lA:athews, SG, Ch.:XX. 
21. !qfathews, SG, 163. 
contribution to the public good ••• If it cannot be proved to 
fulfill some public service, then it is very probably digging 
22 
its own grave." 
Rauschenbusch believed that self-interest and ruthless 
95 
competition would mean the destruction of democracy rather than 
its salvation. It is his view that evolutionary development 
based on the survival of the fit did not extend to the develop-
ment of democracy, but that democracy came in spite of it. It 
was in 1917, near the end of his life, that he posited this be-
lief in the form of a question. "Suppose we had a God," said he, 
"who embodied the doctrine of' the survival of the fit, the rule 
of the strong, and the suppression of the weak, how would that 
have affected the character of Western civilization?" His answer 
is that there simply could have been no democracy. He believed 
in a stronger law than that of selection by the survival of the 
fit through competitive processes. "Instead of that,u he says, 
n love has been vvri tten into the character of God and into the 
ethical duty of man; not only comraon love, but self-sacrificing 
23 love." 
The specific question of unearned wealth involves a par-
ticularly attractive appeal to self-interest and brings increased 
sharpness to competition. In social Christianity, wealth that is 
unearned is wealth that is undeserved and it usually means that 
someone, perhaps large numbers, are deprived of what is justly 
theirs. At any rate all such ill-gotten wealth does not rightly 
22. Peabody, JCSQ, 187~ 
23. Rauschenbusch, CSO, 271. 
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belong to the person who lays claim to it even though he may 
have a legal title to it. Rauschenbusch perhaps gives the best 
. 24 
expression to this view in a whole chapter devoted to 1t, al-
though it is found in the literature of the other prorrinent men 
of the movement. Such unearned wealth may be taken by the em-
players, little by little, from their employees; by those who 
own the natural resot~ces of the earth and levy tribute by the 
power which such ownership confers, i.e. by exacting a higher 
price than their own services would warrant for the goods they 
make availaple to society; by use of political position to ex-
act excessive payments for just rights; or by various other 
means based upon greed rather than upon love for others. All 
such methods for gaining unearned wealth are branded as unfair 
and immoral and cannot be reconciled with a Christian social 
order. "If our social order is to be Christianized, 11 says 
Rauschenbusch, ''wealth by extortion must cease; work and ser-
vice must become the sole title to income.n 25 
In Edward Bellamy's thinking there was only one place for 
unearned increment, and that was in the social improvement of 
the whole nation. His dream was to use the improvements in in-
dustrial production to cut down the hours of work, i mprove the 
education and health of the people, and provide for their artis-
tic needs. He saw a better motive than that of acquisitiveness. 
It was the collective desire for the good of the nation, en-
forced by public opinion and based upon the conception that when 
24. Rauschenbusch, CSO, Ch. VII. 
25. Rauschenbusch, CSO, 233. 
the nation benefits, each individual benefits; and that when 
26 
one individual suffers, it means social suffering f or all. 
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Monopoly in some form is ad judged the f~undation of all 
accumulated fortunes derived through unearned income . The ac q ui-
sition of wealth by me ans of pr ivate monopolies is thus condemned 
as unethical . As Rauschenbusch states it, tt the collection of 
monopoly is i mmoral, and tha t ·' s all there is about it. To charge 
another man more than a thing is worth is unfair." 27 Self-inter-
est expressed in the form of monopoly profit is the obvious r e-
sult of placing more value upon property than upon persons. And 
social Christianity insists that , when it is clear that life and 
property are in collision, life must t ake precedence. Monopoly 
char ges are looke d upon as a form of taxation, a tribute levied 
by those who have the monopoly power to do so, which takes ad-
vantage of human need to coerce something extra from a person. 
From the point of view of Christian ethics, t h is may be a greater 
evil than -exOrbitant taxation by governments. Rauschenbusch 
gives a vivid expression of this conception when he says that28 
Monopoly charges are fundamentally like taxes. The 
Government collects taxes from every man according to 
his ability to pay. A monopoly likewise charges what 
the market can stand. In each case a superior power 
levies tribute by compulsion . The state professes to 
. do it for the co~non good, and in a well-governed com-
munity the people get back all they pay in the form of 
taxes. In fact, our taxes buy more ·for us than any 
other money we spend. If the money levied by public t axa-
tion is appropriated by private persons or organizations, 
we cal1 it corruption, and all our democratic system of 
governn1ent is largely a device to k ee p a jealous eye and 
a firm grip on those who s pend our taxes for us. On the 
26. Bellamy LB, See especially chs. 11 ru1d 12 . 
27. Rauschenbusch; CSO, 233. 
28. Rauschenbusch, GSO, 232. 
other hand, the taxation by monopoly in its hundred 
forms is not for the public good, but for private 
enrichment , and the people who are taxed have no 
control over the tax rate levied on them and over 
the money collected from them. It is taxation with-
out representation 
No man in the social gos pel trad.i tion has had more in-
fluence in the fight against monopolies and trusts in America 
than Henry Demarest Lloyd. His gr eatest contribution to a 
social emphasis in Protestantism was his survey of the monopo-
listie power and practices of t he Standard Oil Company and its 
president, John D. Rockefeller, published in 1894 under the 
title, Wealth against Commonwea lth. This work was read widely 
by both ministers and laymen, especially those concerned with 
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t he newly developing social emphasis in religion. The book is 
an exhaustive work taken largely from records of legislative in-
vestigations in New York City, but it represented an expansion . 
of his articl e in the Atlantic IVIonthly, "The Story of t he Great 
~Monopoly;' published thirteen years earlier. It was an exposu:re 
of the Standard . Oil Company in its dealings with competitors, 
its position as a trust, and its political manipulations. Its 
thesis is that monopolies are self -defeating because of their 
effect in restraint of trade. It reveals the fallacies of the 
laissez faire dictrine by showing that more than g overnment non-
interference was reQuired; that rather government was lined u p 
on the side of the trust in a role amounting almost to partner-
ship in carry ing the selfish competitive process to its logical 
conclusion. The sensational nature of Llo~d's writings and his 
crusading activities against monopolies made a consi derable i m-
pression on religious opinion and helped to stir the social 
consciences of a great many Christian leaders. 
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Host of the social gospel s pokesmen who dealt s pecifically 
with the problem recognized the dangers of monopoly even to the 
successful functioning of free tr ade because they saw in it the 
tendency to modify competition. Edward Bellamy 's i deal solution, 
as expressed in Looking Backward, was t o have monopoly carried 
to its logical conclusion of eliminating al l competition thi-ough 
national control of t he whole economy in the interest of t he 
whole population . 
There were some who saw the whole problem of self-interest 
a s i mpossibl e of solution on any i ndividual basis . The i mpor-
tant aspect in the think ing of George Herron was that t he whole 
of society should be reconstructed. He did not believe that a 
Christian life could be lived in its fullest sense in an unrecon-
structed society . The worst charge that can be made against a 
Christian, he said, " is that he attempts to j ustify t he existing 
social order." 29 His solution was a ttNew Re demption. n 
On the other hand, Shailer Mathews believed that effective 
Christianity did not exclude the necessity of accepting the chal-
lenge of an unreconstructed society . He insisted that the only 
way to change the social order is by the disseminating activ~ty 
of a Christian nucleus whi ch must become the " leaven" to recreate 
30 
the world. 
The whole problem of self-interest and competition is tied 
29. Herron, NR, 143. 
30 . Mathews, SG, 21. 
up with the economic order which ethically requires change in 
one way or another. The individual is seen as largely the 
victim of monopolistic capitalism which manipulates gover~~ent 
for its ovvn ends . Hopkins gives an instructive analysis of 
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the various social gcspel views on this question by saying that 
ff they may be cited as evidence of the realism in social-gospel 
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analysis and the lack of it in a constructive program. " The 
socia l gospel s pokesmen, however, did not as a rule see any 
genuine hope for a solution to the problem of property in a 
mere change of the economic system, no matter how constructive 
the program might be. It is true that Herron, Rauschenbusch, 
Bellamy, Lloyd, Bliss , \Vard, and to some extent George , accepted 
the socialistic dogmas of public ownership or regulation, but 
the present ~Titer proposes to make it clear in this study-- . 
mainly in chapter V--that they did not rest their case in formal 
systems at all. 
2. The Idea of Stewardship in Social Cgrist ianity 
Originally, in old .Anglo-Saxon, the steward was known as 
the stign or sty warden(~ f weard). He was in a place of 
responsibility--in charge of the pigs in his master's sties. 
In modern English the word steward has evolved into a broader 
meaning to a pply to one in charge of financial matters and it 
is sometimes used in a general way to mean anyone who is in a 
place of responsibility. To fulfill the requirements of . true 
stewardship , then, means to be faithful in one's position of 
31. Hopkins, SGAP, 323. 
trust or responsibility. Similar responsibilities on a very 
large scale are often spoken of in terms of "trusteeship." 
lO:t 
This cqnception of faithfulness to one's trust can apply 
equally well to both hard work and financial responsibility. So, 
tor the decades immediately following the Civil War the economic 
philosophy of America was putting the emphasis on hard work and 
thrift. Emphasis upon responsibility and a faithfui handling_ 
of wealth began to increase in the 1880's as the country faced 
some of the Industrial Revolution's seemingly inevitable econo-
mic disturbances involving strikes, financial panics, and wide-
spread poverty among the masses. It was a period ot crisis in 
American social thought. ~he time had come tor capitalism ex-
pedien~ly to round out its gospel of wealth. 
The social proble~ created by an expanding industrial 
system revealed the need of something more than the doctrine of 
the free individual and its corollary, the sanctity of private 
property. Even the spokesmen for capitalism began to stress 
the duties as well as the rights connected with property. It 
was perhaps Andrew Carnegie who gave the best expression of the 
capitalist's philosophy of duties when he formulated what came 
to be called the gospel of wealth. To begin with, of course, 
he defended the right of the few to accumulate fortunes: 
The bees of the hives do not destroy the honey bees, 
but the drones. It will be a great mistake for the 
community to shoot the millionaires, tor they are the 
bees that make the most honey, and contribute most to 
the hives even after they have gorged themselves full. 
He did not expand on his implied suggestion to shoot the "drones" 
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of society, but in addition to the contributions of those who 
"make the most honey," contributions looked upon as a sort of 
by-product of millionaires, he comes around to mention specific 
obligations of the rich. · It is the duty of the rich man, he 
states, "to do something for his needy neighbors who are less 
favored than himself. It is his duty to contribute to the gen-
eral good of t,lle community in which he lives." This kind of 
stewardly service, thought Carnegie, improves mankind and en-
nobles the rich man who performs it. In words addressed di-
rectly to the rich he declared: "To try to make the world in 
some way better than you find it is to have a noble motive in 
life."32 
Such was the brand of stewardship proclaimed by the spokes-
men for capitalism. It may be considered a distorted version of 
the stewardship ideals of most of the representatives of social 
Christianity. It was the perversion of stewardship into a de-
vice to justify individual self interest. It conveniently im-
plied that God intended some to have wealth and others to de-
pend upon their stewardly accounting of it. Had not nature 
wisely provided some men with great ability to handle wealth in 
the interest of others much better than they would or could do 
so for themselves? This appeal to natural law was a strong 
point of their argument. And American Protestantism, until the 
advent of social Christianity, seldom questioned this phase of 
economic determinism. To most of the Protestant leaders this 
was a condition ordained of nature, and so they felt; What can 
32. Carnegie, EB, 51-52. 
be done about it'? God is the author of nature. Thus Protes-
tantism usually gave obliging support, with divine sanctions, 
to this capitalistic variety of stewardship. 
But such men as Washington Gladden, Henry George, A.~.F. 
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Behrends, and Josiah Strong, during the time when the gospel ot 
wealth was being formulated, were already proposing measures 
that went beyond capitalism's mild appeal to duty. .To these 
men, a genuine steward·ship must involve means as well as ends. 
A good steward would not take advantage of his master (in this 
case, the ·people) even though his motives were directed toward 
gaining more wealth in order to increase his range of good stew-
ardship. Such motives seemed invariably to b~ over-ruled by 
motives of power. And these power motives were expressed just 
as forcefully in the processes of procuring wealth as in the 
ends to which wealth once gained might be used. 
In 1886, three years before Carnegie gave literary expres-
sion to the gospel of wealth, Washington Gladden was calling 
for a more equitable distribution of wealth without concern for 
natural forces but enforced, if' necessary, by the state. His 
attack was directed at the two principal sources of wealth--
monopolies and speculative gambling. He said that "certaili out-
rageous monopolies exist that the state is bound to crush;" and 
that "another gigantic evil that the state must exterminate is 
- . 33 
that of gam:t>ling in stocks and produce." · Gladden's ideal of 
stewardship is found in his interpretation of the sharing in the 
early Christian community at Jerusalem in which "not one of them 
33. Gladden, AC, 18,19. 
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said that aught of the things which he possessed was his own." 
Concerning this account Gladden observed: 35 
Each one, then, must have possessed some things. But 
no one said, 'MY ·money is my own, and I will do what 
. I please with it;' everyone said, 'MY money is for the 
service of the wants of my brethren as well as my own 
wants.• And as any man had need, they sold their pos-
sessions and goods ••• and supplied his needs. 
To think of property in this way was to see its purpose from 
the standpoint of a higher law than that of supply and demand, 
and to use it in this manner was to be a good steward. This 
was in sharp contrast with the capitalistic idea that the rich 
had the right first to gorge themselves full because they were 
"the bees who made most of the honey," and then to give (for 
their own aggran·dizement, as it usually turned out in actual 
practice) to community welfare. 
Although the literature or Henry George contains the idea 
of stewardship, socially applied, the word itself was evidently 
not a.ppropriate to his purposes and does not seem to have been 
used anywhere in his writings. His is a property stewardship 
that r~cognized God as the owner of all property, the land as 
well as the sunshine and air, and since individual control had 
failed of proper administration, the stewardly service needed 
to be exercised by the social unit with respect to that part of 
value which is created by society at large. It was this un-
earned increment which simultaneously created millionaires and 
contributed to the poverty of millions of people. He did not 
34. Acts, 4.32. 
35. Gladden, AC, 16. 
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deny the right ot a man to hold in his possession that property 
created by his own labor, but claimed tor the community that 
part ot income which represented unearned increment, that to 
which the individual had made no contribution from his labor. 
He saw no hope that individuals could be trusted to give a tair 
accounting ot monopolistic gain. It the increase of the earth 
should be doubled under the present system, he thought, "the 
classes that now monopolize the bounty of the creator would mo-
36 
nopolize all the new bounty." 
A.J.F.Behrends was not opposed to wealth and profits, but 
in pointing out the corresponding responsibilities of the rich 
he went beyond the "duties" of the gospel-of-wealth stewardship. 
He called tor specific measures, not just big endowments, that 
the men of wealth should put into practice. These included 
good wages, restriction of child labor, industrial insurance 
for the laborer, improvement of public education, and even in-
37 
expensive housing. 
In 1885, tour years before Carnegie's famous article on 
. ~ . . . . . 
"Wealth" appeared in the North American Review, Josiah Strong 
set forth s specific principle of stewardship. This was ob-
viously his basis for believing in the Christian mission of 
America, to be discussed fully in the next chapter. He believed 
that man is under actual obligation to make the best possible 
' . 
use of his money. Ju~t to make good use of it was not enough. 
"To make any use of it other than the best is a maladministra-
tion of trust," he said. B~ use of italics he placed special 
36. George, PP, 550. 
37. Behrends, SC, 145-148. 
emphasis upon the following principle: "Of our entire pos-
session, every dollar, every cent, is to be employed in the 
38 
way that will best honor God." His justification of wealth 
accumulation was conditioned by his stated principle of the 
total consecration of that wealth to right use. 
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Six years after the gospel of wealth had been set forth by 
Carnegie, Richard T. Ely called for the use of personal facul-
ties and property for the purpose of service instead of gain. 
Thus, to him, "the welfare of society is the test of conduct in 
39 the individual." An application of the social law of service, 
based on divine love and self-saorific~, would make possible a 
true stewardship in the highest sense. This was a kind of 
stewardship that would function equally well whether exercised 
by human agents either through social or through individual 
units. 
Charles M. Sheldon, the most prominent of a group of fiction 
writers on social gospel themes around the turn of the century, 
based his whole appeal on a particular kind of stewardship. He 
called for no radical change, voluntary or otherwise, in the un-
equal distribution of wealth, except in answer to the question: 
"What would .Tesus do?" or per.haps the broader question: "What is 
' 40 the will of God?" as regards one's property or ability. This 
approach to the doctrine of stewardship did not take up the 
question of . justice involved in the methods of the original at-
38. Strong, oc, 158. 
39. Ely, SLS, 81. 
40. See Sheldon, IHS. This work was said to have sold over 
25,000,000 copies. 
tainment of wealth or position. It did not question the right 
of the millionaire, for instance, to the wealth that he had 
already gained, but advocated a proper use of his wealth based 
on the criterion of God's will. It did show, however, that an 
application of the principle would result in some changes in 
economic status, and it implied an eventual idealistic reform 
in the whole social and economic realm. 
In 1897, one year after Ely's Social Law of Service ap-
peared, Shailer Mathews published . his study on the Social 
Teachings of Jesus. This is a brilliant pioneering study in 
which Mathews gives a careful analysis of the Christian social 
view of wealth based on the entire scope and course of Jesus' 
life and teachings. His conception of stewardship is at the 
center of his view of wealth as seen in the teachings of Jesus. 
To him the first consideration in any matter relating to wealth 
was the principle of its ~ for promoting fraternity and the 
realization of divine brotherhood. This principle would apply 
to the aims and purposes behind the acquisition of wealth as 
well as to the way it is held in possession and how it is used 
once it is acquired. "The search for wealth is a moral matter 
and its use is also a moral matter," he says. Thus any contact 
or relationship with property involves stewardship, because 
"wealth is a public trust--a principle that is made no less . true 
from the fact that its application to the various problems of 
any age must be lett to the age itself."41 If property, then, 
41. Mathews, STJ, 155. See his chapter on wealth, 132-157. 
is administered as a trust to serve the highest good, and not 
itself regarded as the highest good, it can be a blessing in-
stead of a curse; the source of good instead of the root of 
evil. Such is the leading conception of Mathews regarding 
wealth and stewardship. 
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Just as the new century dawned Francis G. Peabody presented 
a keen and searching analysis of the life and teachings of Jesus 
involving, directly and indirectly, the question of stewardship. 
He points out two views of wealth in the teachings of Jesus 
which, until closely examined, appear to be in conflict. One 
view involves the principle of stewardship directly or, as he 
states it, "the thought of wealth as a trust." The other seems 
to require the renunciation of property altogether or "the 
thought of wealth as a peril to be escaped." 42 The apparent in-
consistency between the two views is resolved when we look at 
the deeper meanings. An example of the first view is the para-
ble of the talents in which there is condemnation of the un-
faithful servant who laid his talent aside, and commendation of 
the faithful ones who made their talents useful. Faithfulness 
in the unrighteous Mammon shows dependability which would jus-
tify trusting one with the "true riches.'.' Poor stewardship, on 
the other hand, would justify taking away even what one has.43 
Cases that call for the renunciation of property, s~ch as 
the advice to the young ruler to sell all he had and give to 
the poor, simply reveal a demand to change loyalties.44 This 
42. Peabody, JCS~, 212. 
43. Matt. 25.14-30. 
44· Matt. 19.16-22. 
was simply a strong remedy for an undue trust in riches. 
Peabody points out further that extreme attachment to riches 
calls for extreme measures. The young man could not serve 
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God, nor could he be concerned with his fellow-men, while his 
riches held the central place in his whole life. But this too 
involved the principle of true stewardship. The young ruler 
was not faithful in his responsibilities in that he was more 
devoted to his property than to the service which be could have 
rendered with it. Peabody concludes that "the teaching of 
Jesus permits in no ease the sense of absolute ownership." It 
is clear, be says, that "a man does not own his wealth, he owes 
it." If he is faithful to discharge his debt to God by serving 
others, he will be rewarded. If he leaves his trust "uninvested 
and unfruitful," either by laying it aside in a sate place or · 
by extreme attachment to it, his altar of Mammon must be over-
thrown.45 This is an all-inclusive stewardship in which both 
the man and his property must serve. 
Henry D. Lloyd, during his early life, seemed to hold some 
hope that monopolistic oppressors could be influenced by an 
appeal to their sense of responsibility. In the same· year that 
Carnegie's magazine article on the gospel of wealth appeared, 
Lloyd said to the mine owners and operators at Spring Valley, 
Illinois: 46 
Political economy gives you private property. only 
that the interest of all may be served by your self-
45. Peabody, JCSQ, 213-214. 
46. Lloyd, HDL, 1)2. 
interest; the law gives you your franchises and es-
tates only for the general welfare and the public 
safety; religion holds you to be only stewards ot 
your riches. If you usurp tor your private profit 
all these trusts and grants, it you withdraw your-
self from serving, ••• you will but repeat the folly 
of your mediaeval exemplars whose castles now deco-
rate a better civilization with their prophetic 
ruins. 
This -represents his earlY point of view. Later in his life 
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he seems to have lost all hope that men of wealth could be per-
suaded to give up their love ot economic power without some 
form of coercion. Near the end of his life, when he was con-
templating joining the Socialist Party, he revealed this radi-
cal change in his thinking by saying: ffWawant no more Get-rich-
quick combinations in politios,--no more idolatry of individuals, 
no more Leaders in Triumphal tours."47 This was in 1903, and 
by then he believed that the only way to solve the problem was 
for the the people to have self-rule in economic matters as well 
as in political matters. 
Walter Rauschenbusch had reached a similar conclusion when 
he. wrote his Christianizing the Social Order, in 1912. He made 
a specific application of the doctrine of stewardship by calling 
for its legal reinforcement. He saw no real hope in the Church's 
effort to quicken the sense of responsibility in men of wealth 
by preaching stewardship. The traditional appeal carries no 
"cutting edge" which holds the "steward" legally liable for mis-
management or for the diversion of wealth to his own use. It it 
did, .he says, "it would be equivalent to denying the private 
47. Lloyd, EDL, II, 268. 
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property rights on which capitalism rests, and morally expro-
priating the owners." As stewardship is usually understood and 
preached it still matches the age from which it comes down to 
us; the age of the great landed proprietors. It is not based 
on economic knowledge about the sources of modern wealth, "and 
it calls for no fundamental changes in economic distribution, 
48 but simply encourages faithful disbursement of funds." Thus 
stewardship is considered by Rauschenbusoh as inadequate for 
our modern needs and our economic system of private ownership. 
But he takes this position, not on the grounds that the prin-
ciple of stewardship itself is inadequate, but on the grounds 
that we could not expect it to succeed any better in the future 
than in the past, unless supplemented and reinforced by some 
sort of community sanctions. Stewardship, to him, was only a 
part of a greater social problem. 
Harry Ward also includes the question of stewardship in 
the greater over-all social problem. Throughout his life. Ward 
has placed great emphasis upon economic democracy to match po-
litical democracy, while recognizing the need for moral im-
provement in both. He believes that we have reached the age 
when people can, and should be allowed to, think for themselves 
and act for themselves. Hence there should be only one kind of 
stewardship; that of the people themselves. Early in his active 
life he said that the people have "taken the measure of those 
who, with or without sufficient pressure, will do anything for 
48. Rauschenbusoh, cso, 44,45. 
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them except let them do things for themselves." This, of course, 
requires a social solidarity in which stewardly responsibility 
. is reciprocal between society and individuals; all for each and 
each for all. It would set the economic captives free. As he 
states it, "economic democracy will complete the emancipation 
of the working class, which political democracy began but could 
not continue.'•49 
In recent times social Christianity, in its wide-spread 
application to church unity, has generally reverted back to the 
traditional view of stewardship. The t .endency is to rely on 
appeals to the rich and official pronouncements without serious-
ly questioning the system which asstrmes that some have a right · 
to the wealth and that others should have to depend on the stew-
ardly accounting of those who have it. The Federal Council, by 
its resolutions and pronouncements, appeals to owners ot private 
capital to administer property as "a sacred trust for the common 
weal." 50 · Even in 1912 the Social Creed of the Federal Council 
was limiting its action to a call for the "application of Christ-
ian principles to the acquisition and use of property, and for 
the most equitable division of the product of industry that can 
ultimately_ be devised. 51 The fact that this creed was largely 
a "formulation of the social aims of the churchesn 52 shows that 
Protestantism on the whole had adopted the ideals of social 
Christianity even if it was not yet ready to take as radical a 
49. Ward, NSO, 361. 
50. Sanford, CF, ;;. 
51. See Hopkins, SGAP, 315. 
52. Macfarland, AY, 298. 
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stand on specific issues as had been done by most of the social 
gospel spokesmen. 
3. The Idea of Charity in Social Christianity 
Charity, like stewardship, may have two meanings. On the 
one hand, it may express an ~selfish giving love which requires 
nothing in return. This was the original meaning which was 
usually applied in the idea of divine love for man. On the . 
other hand, the very fact that charity has been so often ex-
pressed by unselfish giving explains why the ward has degenerat-
ed, and has come to mean giving, alms-giving, or relief, regard-
less of the underlying motive. The act of giving originally 
(L. earitas) was merely an expression of charity, not charity 
itself. Today it is necessary to know the motive or motives in-
volved in order to understand the meaning one wishes to convey 
when he speaks of charity. Thus, as we deal with the subject 
here it will be necessary in each case to indicate in what sense 
the term is being used. Some of the men under consideration 
seem to have an antipathy for the word, obviously because they 
think of it in the sense to which it has degenerated. Others 
deal freely with the subject because they utilize the term in 
its deeper sense. 
Charity as alms-giving or impersonal philanthropy, does 
not by and large receive the endorsement of social Christianity. 
True, men like Washington Gladden, Richard T. Ely, Josiah Strong 
and the fiction writers referred to above, recognize the need 
for charity in the form of relief to be applied as a temporary 
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measure to prevent undue hardship and suffering. But even they 
do not consider charity the answer to the social question un-
less the term is used in its root meaning. They are mainly con-
cerned with the social and economic problems that make charity 
necessary. In other words, social Christianity would eliminate 
all charity as understood in .its modern connotation. Thera-
peutic measures are necessary only until preventative measures 
check the disease. An alms-giving charity, along with other 
stop-gap measures, is considered inadequate, and therefore of 
secondary importance, when the causes of poverty are known to 
be in the exploitation of the poor through the injustices born 
of the industrial system. 
As has already been indicated Protestant thought iri general, 
during the last two decades of the nineteenth century, was still 
supporting this industrial system. The tendency was to believe 
that poverty was due to depravity, the consequence of thri~t­
lessness or vice, or perhaps sometimes the result of unfortu-
nate circumstances. Before the times of Washington Gladden and 
Henry George, only occasional voice~, such as those of Wendell 
Phillips and Stephen Colwell, were challenging the American peo-
ple to do something constructive about poverty. But the pre-
vailing theories of classical economics usually received the 
religious support of Protestantism's theory that whether a man 
is rich or poor, his eoonomiq status is God's reward and that 
it is what he justly deserves. Despite this fact, however, many 
of the churches proclaimed the excellence of charity, in the 
form ot philanthropy, to those who succeeded in accumulating 
wealth. This was a philanthropy based on the traditional view 
ot stewardship which usually pointed in the direction ot the 
financial support ot the Church and its institutions. Even the 
stewardship idea of Josiah Strong, discussed above, which em-
braced both the man ~ his possessions, was made into an ap-
peal tor the support of the institutions and missions ot the 
Church. It contained no appeal whatever for the charitable re-
lief of the poor, but assumed rather that a proper stewardship 
would eliminate, in the long run at least, the need for charity 
in the modern sense of the term. 53 
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One the whole then, social Christianity has subordinated 
and re-evaluated the whole question of charity. That it is a 
matter of secondary consideration, when taken in its modern 
sense, has already been indicated • . Its re-evaluation has been 
in the direction of applying its original meaning of unselfish 
viQarious love. Yet to some of the leading spokesmen, the very 
word seems to carry a distasteful connotation. This is particu-
larly true of Henry George, George Herron, Harry Ward, and, to 
some extent, Walter Rausohenbusch. 
A great deal of similarity can be seen among the views of 
Washington Gladden, Francis G. Peabody, Shailer ~mthews, Josiah 
Strong, and Walter Rausohenbusch on this subject. There are 
differences among them with regard to details but they agree on 
the need for charitable relief in certain oases which, until a 
53. Shortly before his death he made this view clear and re-
emphasized it. See Strong, I~L, 57. 
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basic change in the social structure is developed, is likely 
to continue. They agree also that charity without any evidence 
of direct personal concern may be hurtful rather than helpful. 
Gladden says that 54 
cases will arise _in which material aid must be given, 
but this is not the main object, and should be kept 
wholly in the baokground, ••• they want friendship even 
more than food and coal; they must be helped to get 
on their feet and support themselves. The door o:r 
opportunity m~st be opened and held open for them. 
For this reason Gladden sees dangers of corruption in public 
philanthropy, and believes that churches and private agencies 
should do the work of charity so that it will be charity in 
the true sense of the term. . 55 As he states it, 
the thing to be aimed at is the transfer o:r this work 
as rapidly as possible, and to as great an extent as 
possible . from the public authorities to voluntary 
agencies--either to the churches or to organized 
charities • . 
In a similar manner Peabody emphasizes the same view. "Not 
charity but a friend," he says, and then continues: 56 
It is difficult to overestimate the significance of the 
tact that in the relations of Jesus to the poor he deals 
almost exclusively with individuals •••• His compassion · 
for the beggars, the blind, the poor, the sick, is, al-
most invariably, an individualized, painstaking pity, 
with special adaptation to each case. 
In this same connection Peabod~ points out that scientific 
charity (that organized effort which deals with large numbers 
and at the same time must insist on "classifics.tion and anti-
institutionalism" in order to do a big job well) would not be 
necessary if each follower of Christ would befriend one or a 
54. Gladden, ss, 39. 
55. Gladden, SS, 59. 
56. Peabody, JCSQ, 248. 
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small number of persons. This would cover the field, and large-
scale philanthropy for the poor would not be necessary in most 
oases. The fact that we have had to develop a scientific solu-
tion to the problem bears this out, for the systematic methods 
of social- work are tending in the same direction of welfare on 
the basis of personal contact. His own statement is explicit: 57 
The vast and costly experiments which have been under-
taken in wholesale relief have brought us at last to 
the most elementary principles. The new charity pro-
ceeds from consolidation to individualization ••• and 
the only justification of vast and elaborate arrange-
ments of public and private charity is the proof that 
they provide an adequate substitute for that personal 
offering which individuals are not prepared to make. 
Rausohenbusoh stresses the same point, but with particular 
emphasis upon family-type relationships. He recognizes that 
charity, as usually understood, could be harmful both to the 
giver and to the recipient, by widening the gap between them, 
i.e., by increasing the arrogance of the giver and decreasing 
the self-respect of the recipient. His conception of the king-
dom of God had as its essence the deeper meaning of charity 
expressed as mutual self-giving and self-sacrificing love. "A 
gift of unearned abundance has none of the blood of the cross 
58 
upon it," he says. 
The view of humanity as a divine family is also emphasized 
by Shailer Mathews. He insists that charity should be accom-
panied by brotherly contact: 59 
Jesus' ideal for humanity is that of a divine family, 
57. Peabody, JCSQ,248. 
58. Rauschenbusch, OSO, 299. 
59. Mathews, STJ, 143. 
and is so far as anything or custom renders a reali-
zation of that ideal more difficult, in the same pro-
portion is that something to be .sacrificed. 
He makes his view explicit that an injudicious charity may be 
positively harmful and therefore a corruption of true charity. 
He says that Jesus taught "a duty higher than charity." Con-
tinuing the same idea, he says, 60 
It would, indeed be far less correct to say that Jesus 
taught indiscriminate giving than to say that accord-
ing to his general principle of love, charity would at 
times be forbidden as hurtful rather than helpful. 
Josiah Strong is even more emphatic on the dangers of in-
61 discriminate charity. Notice the cutting edge of his words: 
Personal self-giving is necessary in order to solve 
the problem of pauperism. 
Indiscriminate charity (and up to date most of the 
. world's charity has been indiscriminate) has no doubt 
done vastly more harm than good. It has perpetuated 
the evils it has · sought to relieve, and created others. 
When men discover that begging is at the same time 
easier and more profitable than work, they beg; when 
they find that rags and filth pay larger dividends than 
cleanliness and decency, they invest in rags and filth; 
when they learn that mutilated and deformed children 
wring more money from the charitable than able-bodied 
beggars can, parents maim and torture their offspring 
into objects of horror. So-called charity puts a pre-
mium on loathsome filth and hideous deformity, and by 
thus helping to create them becomes in measure respon-
sible for them •••• But a small proportion of those who 
apply for alms need aid, and those who do are probably 
injured by giverless gifts. 
- . 
Thus again, the remedy is found in acts of self-giving along 
with alms-givingt else charity becomes degenerated. 
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We have said that the other leading spokesmen may be classi-
fied as having an antipathy for the very word charity. This is 
due not only to the fact that they placed greater emphasis on 
60. Mathews, STJ, 143. 
61. Strong, NE-, , 293. 
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. alternatives than on charity (for the men discussed above did 
that) but it is because they obviously thought of charity al-
most entirely in its unsavory sense. Among those who take this 
view may be listed Henry George, Edward Bellamy, Henry D. Lloyd, 
George D. Herron, and Harry F. Ward. It is true that many of 
these hold views similar in large measure to the others dis-
cussed above, even with regard to helping the unfortunate, but 
a distinguishing characteristic of this latter group is that 
they seldom use the word "charity" except to express their op-
position to it. Henry George, for instance, does not consider 
charity in any part of his solution to social ills. Some human 
beings are in dire need, he recognizes, but it is because of 
the injustice of man. He sees poverty as "the direct and neces-
sary results of the violation of the supreme law of justice, in-
volved in giving to some men the exclusive possession of that 
62 
which nature provides for all men." But the remedy is not in 
attempting to change the results of injustice, but can come on-
ly by correcting the causes of pauperism which is itself injus-
tice. 
Although Henry D. Lloyd was kind and helpful to those in 
63 
need, often welcoming them into his own home, he appeared to 
have no time for the fragmentary efforts expressed by private 
or public charities which are dependent upon private generosity. 
Lloyd thought in terms of basic problems, particularly those 
arising frpm monopolistic power. If such power could at first 
62. George, PP; 341. 
~. Lloyd, BDL, I, 28. 
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be considerate and beneficent, it could not long maintain 
these characteristics. He says quite emphatically _"Phat "if pow-
er could continue paternal and benign, mankind would not be 
rising through one emanoipation .after another into a progres-
. 6 
sive communion of equalities." 4 He believes that the rules of 
power create t he problem. "By these rules the cunning are the 
good, and the weak and the tender the bad, and the good are to 
have all the goods and the weak are to have. nothing." A eon-
version of these rules into those of mutual help will solve the 
problem of the weak, for "if all will sacrifice themselves, none 
. 65 
need be sac:cifioed." If there is any "charity" in Lloyd's 
poi~t of view, it is the oaritas of a self-giving love, and it 
has no limits short of the entire society. This is the same idea 
that is expressed in the whole thesis of Edward Bellamy's utopian 
work, Looking Backward. It is a conception of society organized 
on the basis of cooperation and mutual aid instead of competition 
and exploitation; a society in which charity in the usual sense 
would not be necessary. 
Herron, even in the early years of his active life, was un-
. I 
sympathetic toward charity as usually practiced. No me.~ter how 
generous a man might be, Herron believed he could not, merely by 
his philanthropy, fulfill his sacrificial obligation. Herron 
was suspicious of the motives that prompt philanthropy. He look-
ed upon philanthropy as "the greatest peril that confronts and 
. 66 deceives and endangers the life of the Church." His reasoning 
64. Lloyd, WAC, 506. 
65. Lloyd, WAC, 503. 
66 • . Herron, PFG, 61. 
here was that charity tends to divert attention from the fun-
damental task of transforming society. Herron in his later 
life turned completely to Socialism. 
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The same point of view is even more emphatically stated by 
Harry F. Ward. After he once turned his attention to the pro-
blem of the reconstruction of society, the question of charity 
had no place in his prominent writings. He is concerned not 
with charity, but with the prevention of poverty and the solu-
tion of the socio-economic problems which cause it. Some of 
his ideas on this point have already been indicated in our dis-
cussion of stewardship. In a study course booklet edited by 
Henry H. Meyer in 1917, Ward states that "relief work will not 
avail to remove poverty as a social fact." Such charitable re-
lief he calls "preventive philanthropy," and he goes on to say 
that "the prevention of poverty ••. is now the sober demand of the 
scientists. They declare that poverty now exists only because 
. 67 
men are willing it should exist." Ward's Christian socialism, 
which seems to have increased in intensity as he has grown older, 
is based on econoirlc and ethical assumptions which, if applied, 
would certainly make most of the philanthropic charity practiced 
today as unnecessary as the poverty which calls it forth. These 
assumptions have already been hinted at and will be discussed 
fully in Chapter V. 
This variety of ideas on the subject of charity shows two 
distinct points of view. The first group considered are unwill-
67. Meyer (ed.), CCL, 69-70. 
ing to give up the term entirely, but in their re-examination 
of it they get back to its earlier meaning of unselfish love. 
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The se.cond group of our investigation are so concerned with the 
need for changes in the social and economic order that charity, 
usually considered in its unsavory sense, is completely sub-
68 
ordinated in their thinking. 
4. Responsibility for the Right Use of Property 
What has been said about the conceptions of stewardship 
and charity in social Christianity makes it clear that the lead-
ing spokesmen of this movement are concerned with the right use 
of property. The present task is to examine some of the com-
plexities involved in the question of right use of property under 
modern industrial conditions. The existence of these complexi-
ties is due largely to certain capitalist concepts which are now 
to be considered. This is not the place to determine exactly 
what is "right use" according to the conceptions of social gos-
pel spokesmen. That will be done in Chapter V; that part of 
the investigation which will determine and demonstrate social 
Christianity's solijtion to the problem as a whole. Nevertheless, 
the considerations to follow will anticipate some of the ideas 
regarding the basic nature of that solution which social Christ-
ianity offers. 
The question of the right use of property is far more im-
portant, and equally more complex, today than was the case in 
the middle ages and in earlier periods. Primitive and mediaeval 
68. This is largely true with all the leading spokesmen. 
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production techniques, based on individual or family units, 
so limited the quantity of goods available to satisfy human 
needs that the right use of property by everyone concerned 
would not have resulted in abundance for all, and certainly 
would not have created any of the modern-type problems of over-
production. 
Under industrial capitalism the problem of right use be-
comes extremely complex. To begin with, property takes several 
forms in a scale of relative values with respect to capitalist 
concepts. At the top of the scale is the personalty form of 
. property. Personalty is that type of property which includes 
securities, such as stocks and bonds, mortgages and investment 
notes. It is a form of wealth that is negotiable, that produces 
more wealth without actual labor on the part of the owner, and 
that requires practically no effort in the way of management. 
If the securities are good, i.e.of value ~n terms of capitalism, 
only two factors are involved in their production of more of 
the same kind of economic value: (1) a title of ownership--a 
paper certificate; and (2) the passing of time--the element of 
waiting. Increase of wealth by this method comes automatically 
by interest or dividend accUmulation. In corporation accounting 
this form of wealth is listed under liabilities (which it is 
from the standpoint of the corporation) and is sometimes called 
funded indebtedness. 
Second in the scale of economic values is the wealth-pro-
ducing property, such as machinery or factories, which may be 
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purchased by the funds for which the certificates of the per-
sonalty form were issued. On the books of the corporation this 
type of property is listed as assets. 
The third form in the scale of economic values is that 
property which is for personal use; such as one's own residence, 
furniture, clothing and cash (or bank account) for the everyday 
necessities of life.69 Although this third catagory is basic-
ally more important than the other two, it is not economically 
more valuable from the standpoint of capitalistic wealth in 
which the important considerations are: first, Will the property 
produce more wealth? and second, Will it require the outlay of 
work and resources to operate or. maintain it? These are the 
forms of wealth which in industrial America must be taken into 
account when we approach the problem. of the right use of prop-
erty. 
But there are difficulties yet more serious and more com-
plicated which must be faced. We have to consider the functions 
which these forms of property will serve under a so-call ed sys-
tem of private free enterprise. In almost every case these 
functions involve power of . some kind. One of the most effective 
power functions of property in American culture is that of poli-
tical power. The free enterprise philosophy has always meant 
more than that Government should let business enterprise alone 
as i mplied in the term laissez faire. Government's role almost 
69. This classification is in the order outlined by Charles 
D. Kean, in an article on the "Significance of Capitalism," 
in Fletcher, CP, 151-175. See also Ely, OE, Ch. VII. 
invariably goes beyond that ot protection and extends to that 
of serving those who have property. As Rauschenbusch says, 
"the larger economic and political movements are invariably 
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two sides of the same thing."70 When Government serves one 
torm of property in a way that threatens .another, political 
conflict usually develops. And if there is a concentration of 
the ownership of personalty and other wealth-producing property 
in the hands of a few, the political advantages tend to go to 
those few persons. Lloyd put this phenomenon in the form of an 
axiom: "The harmony of things insists that that which is the 
source of power, wealth and delight shall also be the ruler of 
it."71 And Josiah Strong said that "centralized wealth is cen-
. 72 
tralized power." · 
Another power function of property under capitalism may be 
designated as that of direct economic power. This function is 
two-fold. It is · apparent in econo.rnic and industrial controls; 
over labor and the consumer, for instance, and in the power of 
concentrated property to increase wealth without labor. This 
two-fold characteristic of economic power confers the privilege 
of taking advantage of human need. It is particularly effective 
in the case of the working man. The effect is well-described by 
73 Rauschenbusoh: · 
The downward movement of it (his wage) is limited 
only by the willingness of the workman to work at so 
.low a ~eturn. If he is poor, or if he has a large 
70. Rauschenbusch, CSO, 362. 
71. Lloyd, WAC, 516. 
72. Strong, OC, 192. 
73. Sharpe, WR, 258. 
family, he can be induced to take less. If he is 
devoted to his family, and if they are sick, he 
may take still less. The less he needs, the more 
he can get; the more he needs, the less he will get. 
The same is true in the area of prices. The person or group 
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or corporation with the most wealth can wield its power to re-
duce the cost of the things which he or the group must purchase, 
whether it be raw materials for production purposes or needed 
services such as transportation, because of the good bargaining 
position which that power makes possible. The corporation can 
also increase the prices of its for-sale items to the full ex-
tent that the market will bear. The very nature of this power 
is not to help, but to exploit others. Despite the fact that 
wealth concentration may bring some good to society such as, for 
example, the advantages of mass production which it tends to 
encourage, the fact remains that the purpose of a monopolistic 
concentration of wealth is to "earn," not to serve. As Fletcher 
says, 74 
Corporations not only refuse to include the whole 
community, but actually exist to exploit the com-
munity, to outwit the principle of responsibility, 
and deny membership to all those affected by their 
operations except investors of money and the man-
agement group. 
A third function of property in the structure of .American 
capitali·sm is one which actually reveals _ a general recognition 
among the public that property means power. It is the fact 
that the ownership of property establishes a man's status in 
society; by the standard of living which it enables him to main-
74. Fletcher, CP, 201. 
tain, by the consideration of deference which it enables him 
to command from others, and by the esteem or awesome respect 
which he enjoys because of his "success." This results in a 
social hierarchy based on the degrees of wealth in a material 
scale by which individuals and groups are classified, and thus 
creates the added ethical problem of social classes. 
Such are the major problems which are involved in the 
question of the right use of property • . There are, of course, 
other factors of importance which concern ethics, but the 
above are the principal' :'; ones, and the most pressing, with 
which social Christianity has dealt. 
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Most of the leading spokesmen of social Christianity, and 
especially the less radical of them, take cognizance of the fact 
that governmental regulation and intervention, which year by 
year seems to be increasingly applied, provides a partial remedy 
to many of these problems. But, at the same time, they also 
evidence a realization that capitalism does not base its econo-
mic operations on the principle of the right use of property. 
This will become clear when we examine, in chapter V, the views 
on the actual application of the principle of right use. 
i... 
We have seen, in our discussion of the conceptions of the 
leading personalities of this movement with respect to steward-
ship and charity, that the responsibility for the right use of 
property lies heavily upon those who have the power which wealth, 
under a capitalistic system, bestows upon them. It will be dem-
onstrated, again in chapter V, that the leading spokesmen for 
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social Christianity were primarily concerned with the first 
two forms of property discussed above; i.e. personalty and pro-
ductive goods. The third form (personal items for everyday 
use), or rather the limitation or lack of this torm of property, 
is a matter of serious concern only because of the customary 
misuse of the other two forms. In other words, the responsi-
bility for right use of property cannot apply in the case of 
those who have no property to use. Yet this is a part of the 
total problem. We begin at onoe to see social Christianity's 
unfolding solution as we turn now to consider the proposed al-
ternative to the "law" of competitive self-interest. 
5. The Social Law ot Service 
The forms of property ownership and the attendant functions 
of power, together with their attributive responsibilities have 
just been characterized. We have seen that wealth means power 
largely because the vast majority ·of people, rich and poor alike, 
tend psychologically to enhance its power aspects. Under these 
conditions, it might seem that the ideal of a social law of ser-
vice would appear as a phenomenon in sharp contrast to reality. 
It should be noted,therefore,that the era of social Christianity 
is not the only period of history in which the power of ideals 
seemed weak in contrast to its contemporary forces of reality. 
For instance, there was almost nothing but wilderness when "the 
voice of one crying in the wilderness"75 was .firstheard at the 
beginning of the Christian era, but it wasn•:t long before the 
75. Matt. 3.3. 
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"voice" was more prominent than the "wilderness." The voice 
of justice was little more than a whisper in England when, in 
the middle of the 19th century, "the men who owned the machines, 
owned also the lawn76 and imposed the death penalty for the 
destruction of machinery, with little apparent concern for the 
men whom the machines, in one way or another, were destroying. 
Yet ' today, machines are slowly coming to be considered rather 
incidental, in jural relationships, to human values. In America 
the anti-slavery cry was once only a voice in the wilderness; 
considered by many to be little more than an abstract ideal; a 
wild and crazy dream, impossible of realization. It was an 
ideal, but it has found its way from the realms of mere ideal-
ism into the realm of social fact. And even yet, the aftermaths 
of the slavery question are being subjected to the dynamic of 
ideals. 
The fact, then, that the proposals of the "social law of 
service" seem to represent pure idealism is no reason for re-
jecting them. Enough has already been achi~eved to warrant our 
taking seriously the whole program. ·confronted with the prob-
lems created by the industrial system, and in view of the clear-
ly stated injunctions of the social teachings of Jesus, it is 
not surprising that these Christian social leaders should recom-
mend service based on love as the alternative to the principle 
of laissez faire based on the "law of competitive self-interest." 
The tremendous significance of the social law of service, as ad-
vocated by the spokesmen of social Christianity, is seen in the 
76. Rauschenbusch, CSC, 216. 
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fact that it sets forth so clearly the sharp contrasts between 
these two opposing points of view. Simply stated, the "law" of 
classical economics represents man as having basically a sel-
fish interest in material things as an end in themselves; while 
social Christianity's "social law of service" represents man as 
capable of an unselfish interest in his fellow men so that he 
will use material things as a means to serve them. 
Washington Gladden pointed out the moral contrasts between 
these two principles when he said: "if there is any meaning in 
the ethics of the Christ for whom the Church is supposed to 
stand, the industrial order which holds the dollar higher than 
the man is not Christian but pagan." 77 This was in the latter 
part of his life and represented his mature thought. By then 
he had formulated what he called "Christ's law of life" which 
is . almost identical in all its essential points to that which 
Ely had called the social law of service. Gladden held that the 
social order should rest upon a combination _of egoism and altru-
ism, involving both self-love and self-sacrifice. To him, self-
sacrifice was the highest form of self-love because it brings 
happiness, just as Ely thought, by indirection. This gives a 
man self-respect and integrity and thereby makes him a greater 
servant of his fellow men. 78 It not only contributes to his own 
happiness as an individual but it will also "put a new face on 
industrial society" by bringing "property and industry under the 
Christian law." 79 
??.Gladden, LQ, 171. 
78. Gladden, Reo, 298-311~ 
79. Gladden, TM, See the sub-title. 
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A slightly different approach to the same social principle 
was taken by Henry George. In Progress and Poverty, his view 
is expressed in one sentence which is at the very heart of his 
solution to socio-economic problems: "Association in equality 
is the law of progress." As already indicated, "association" 
to him meant cooperation and social solidarity in life and work, 
and "equality" meant justice under conditions of individual 
freedom expanded to the fullest extent possible within the 
framework of association. By "progress" he IJSant social bet-
terment to the whole of society. He deplored the wasteful ex-
penditure of human skills, or "mental powers," in economic 
struggle. In his thought, the service motive, which assures 
progress, should replace the self-interest of the profit motive, 
which always involves wasteful conflict. Insisting, therefore, 
that true progress can come only as an outgrowth of "association 
80 
and equality," he goes on to say," 
Association frees the mental power for e~penditure in 
improvement, and equality, or justice, or freedom--
for the ter~ here signify the same thing, the recog-
nition of the moral law--prevents the dissipation of 
this power in fruitless struggle. 
In a later work, George shows that even the profit that comes 
to the few, as a result of struggle, is empty and hollow because 
it impoverishes society, and what hurts society hurts every man, 
even those who imagine that they have profited. "Too much in-
dividual wealth stolen from others," he says, "is not wealth. 
It ma~es society poor, including the thief." 81 Thus George saw 
80. George, PP, 508. 
81. George, SPE, VI, 131. 
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that the principle of service is a means toward the creation 
of a society free from economic bondage: the poor, from the en-
slavement involved in the struggle for a bare existence; the 
rich, from the enslavement involved in the neve~-ending strug-
gle for more wealth. 
These conceptions of Gladden and George, on this question, 
are not two separate points of view, but two different approaches 
to the same social principle. Gladden stressed the social bene-
fits that could be expected if men would follow the principle of 
service, "Christ's law of Life," and George placed the emphasis 
on the social losses that could be expeoted if men continued to 
be governed by the principle of self-interest. The line between 
their two methods of argumentation cannot be sharply drawn, of 
course, for both pointed out the advantages of the principle of 
service as well as the disadvantages of the principle of self-
interest, but the fact remains that they tended to use different 
points of major emphasis in reaching the same conclusions. The 
approach· that Gladden used seems largely to be paved with promise 
for the economic structure built on service. George's approach 
appears to be draped with warning against the economic structure 
based on self interest. The. point is that the patterns of argu-
ment used by the social gospel spokesmen, as will be seen as we 
look_further, generally utilize both methods of reasoning. 
Josiah Strong insisted that the kingdom of God could be 
established in the world only if men oould be persuaded to fol-
low the ttlaws of the kingdom," whioh, summed up, can be expressed 
82 in terms of "service, sacrifice, and love." W.D.P.Bliss, 
in describing the advantageous aspects of Christian socialism 
shows that social and economic improvement obviously results 
when men "co-operate in industry and compete only to see who 
can best serve the public.n83 In drawing his mental picture 
of the year 2000, Edward Bellamy envisioned social conditions 
under which "men had laid aside the social traditions of bar~ 
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barians, and assumed a social order worthy of rational human 
beings;" this social order being a nation of individuals put-
ting into force the social principle of service to one another 
throughout the country. He then goes on to describe the grati-
fying results: "Ceasing to be predatory in their habits, they 
became co-worke~s, and found in fraternity, at once, the science 
. 84 
of wealth and happiness." Similarly, Francis G. Peabody, in 
oonsidering .the social question, finds the only adequate answer 
in ffthe conversion of the political economy ••• from the pursuit 
of self-interest to the law of love." The body of laissez 
faire doctrine, he says, "should die like a physical body and 
rise again in the spirit of social service," which would mean 
"the translation of political economy into ethics."85 Shailer 
Mathews presents the service principle in terms of the human 
family living together with a sense of divine kinship which 
springs from the "fraternal impulse," and yields "the peaoable 
86 fruits of righteousness." In proolairning his brand of a 
8~. Strong, NGA, 7-8. 
83. Bliss (ad.) ESR, II, 1133. 
84. Bellamy, LB, 233. 
85. Peabody, ASQ, 71. 
86. Mathews, STJ, 196. 
"religion of humanity," described earlier in this study, Henry 
D. Lloyd insisted that this religion would do more than prac-
tice "the personal virtues of goodness; it can express its 
energies of righteousness only by public co-operation in the 
8? public welfare." What happens when this sort of coopera-
tion is practiced is described by Lloyd under the heading of 
socialism. Socialism was the social doctrine of his human-
istic religion. He looked upon socialism as true democracy, 
which emancipates men from economic slavery and, as he states 
88 it, 
opens to every man the closed door of opportunity 
to be all that he may be, which proclaims that 
everything is the property of everybody, that each 
is the steward for his brother and his neighbor of 
all that he is and has, that without money and 
without price, by just being born into the ruling 
family of all the people each one can have this 
salvation. 
George D. Herron placed more emphasis upon the cross 
than did any other social gospel spokesman. The central 
thought of his preaching and writing may be expressed in terms 
of the principle of service involving sacrifice. Giving to 
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the atonement a social significance, and looking upon the cross 
as a call to all men to selfless living, he believed that the 
death of Jesus was the manifestation of the "the eternal prin-
ciple for all divine and human action." This eternal princi-
ple means life, and it reveals that "the only way to tinA life 
is by losing it.n89 Service, then, is more than a pleasurable 
87-. Lloyd, HDL, 127. 
88. Lloyd, HDL, 286. 
89, Herron, PG, 4. 
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mode of living for others merely to gain reciprocal blessings 
and favors or to be thought of by others as unselfis~ ~nd there-
fore lik:eable. Furthermore·, Christians should not wait for a 
perfect society before they begin to practice it. Not only is 
it true that unselfish service will work well in the good so-
ciety, but it is the only means of attaining such a society. 
A Christian must therefore look to the cross for his only an-
swer, without waiting for the regeneration of society. His 
life must bear away the sins of the world by sacrificial ser-
90 
vice, for, as Herron goes on to say, · 
society is to be saved by men and women who shall 
pour out their l ives and possessions as streams 
of love and service into the great currents of 
Christ's redeeming life, whose on-flowing is heal-
ing the nations. 
Herron believed that all property should be used to this same 
end. He came to look upon all private property in natural re-
sources and capital as "traffic in human souls." In 1890, in 
his lectures explaining why he was a socialist, he said: "The 
liberty of the soul can be acheived only through the passing 
away of the capitalistic form of society, and the coming in of 
91 the free and co-operative state." Thus Herron called for a 
change in individual motives and also a change in the form of 
the social economy. 
It has become clear already that the leading spokesmen of 
social Christianity believe that to gain life one must lose it, 
and it has been shown that this point of view is in sharp con-
trast with the classical economists' view of the "law of self-
90. Herron, OS, 119. 
91. Herron, WIAS, 22. 
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interest which holds that to gain life every man must try very 
hard to gain it. This conception that both life and property 
should fulfill their main purpose of serving mankind is basic 
in social Christianity. But by far the most realistic and 
thoroughgoing statement on this question is to be found in 
Richard T. Ely's book, written in 1896, under the revealing 
title: The Social Law of Service. This volume warrants our 
careful consideration. 
It is not true, according to Ely, that Christian ethics 
have nothing to do with practical business. On the contrary, 
business could not exist even now without a certain amount of 
Christian morality. A broader application of Christianity's 
social teaching would improve business instead of hurting it. 
This would, of course, involve a change in the whole concept of 
current economic practices. 
Ely was convinced that the profit motive, or the motive of 
self-interest, was wrong morally and detrimental economically. 
The law of society is actually service to .one's fellows, not 
self-interest and competition. Yet, it is obvious from history 
that a majority of men have always acted contrary to the social 
law of service and have allowed themselves to be possessed by 
the sin of selfishness. This is because man is sinful and re-
quires grace at all times. But along with this grace he must 
understand with his mind and heart that it is better if he obeys 
the law of God than if he rejects it. Grace comes through wor-
ship and the love of God, and it is up to man to transfer this 
feeling of love and devotion to his fellow men. Ely sees 
clearly the significance of the seeming paradox in Christ's 
statement that to gain life one must lose it. His .argument 
runs along the following lines: "We all crave happiness. Hap-
piness is an end of life which is worthy of effort, but it is 
an end which must be subordinated to another end if it is to 
be pursued successfully; and this other end is service."92 
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Since service means sacrifice, and sacrifice is apparently the 
opposite of happiness, we reach a paradoxical impasse. Thus, 
happiness must be thrown aside and forgotten if we are to obtain 
it. It cannot be kept concealed in a corner of one's mind or 
heart as in reality the main goal, but one to be reached in a 
round-about way. Any thought or idea of one's own individual 
happiness must be blotted out of his mind. One can never will 
to be happy and it is equally impossible to will to be good. 
Yet both are legitimate ends for life. Men become good and 
happy by following the great ethical "law of indirection."93 
Sacrifice is not good in itself, nor . ia it an end for 
life. Its pursuit would lead only to a gloomy asceticism which 
would have us refuse and renounce the joy of life as something 
bad. Christ never urged his disciples to suffer for suffering's 
sake. To rejoice and be glad is our great duty. Why, then, did 
Christ suffer? Why was he, although of a social disposition, 
with a heart appreciative of the glories of nature, a man of 
sorrows? It was because he loved men and sacrificed himself 
92. Ely, SLS, 77. 
9J. Ely, SLS, 79. 
for them. The self motive is altogether subordinated. Thus, 
self-sacrifice itself falls under the law of indirection. It 
is impossible for sacrifice which knows itself as such to be 
pure sacrifice. Yet sacrifice is a necessary part of the so-
cial law of service. 
These paradoxes can be resolved only by love, the secret 
of the universe. As represented in the two great commandments, 
theology is the love of God, and sociology is the love of man. 
"The law of love finds expression on the manward side in the 
social law of service."94 
Thus, all social conduct is tested by whether or not it 
contributes to the social welfare. There is no other test. 
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"Not sacrifice for sacrifice's sake, but sacrifice for others. 
Because Christ loved men with an infinite and yearning love, he 
/ 95• 
died for men. Love was the ground of sacrifice." Since sac-
rifice had an object outside of itself it was good. Christ's 
example is to be followed at all times and under all circum-
stances. Love to one's fellow men cannot be reconciled with 
the wasting of resources. Love is not consistent with per-
verted charity which fails to improve the whole being of the 
recipient, and love does not insist on some valuable equivalent 
for .everything that is given. Love makes use of everything it 
touches to serve with its unselfish centrifugal power. The 
. 96 practical application is clear·: 
94· Ely, SLS, 81. 
95· Ely, SLS, 92. 
96. Ely, SLS, 98. 
Our resources of every sort, time, strength of body 
and mind, and our economic resources, are all limited, 
and, however great they may be, love will show us how 
we can use all to the last minute of time and the last 
farthing of money for the promotion of the welfare of 
humanity. 
Ely's analysis of all institutions of economic life asks 
but one fundamental question: Does it contribute to or disrupt 
the social solidarity of mankind? His praise or condemnation 
is always determined by the answer. 
Rauschenbusch believed in the same social law of service, 
and he expressed the contrast between it and the principle of 
self-interest no less forcefully than did the others. He saw 
139 
the sin of America as the nation's own "preacher of repentance," 
cooling its lust in shame at "its headlong ride on the road of 
covetousness." He made it olear that "Mammonism stands con-
victed by its own works."97 Turning to the social aspects of 
the Gospel, he pointed out-that the Messiah·was expected as a 
king, and his followers hoped to rule as his courtiers. ~esus, 
however, "flatly contradicted suoh expectations and laid down 
the law of service as the fundamental law of his kingdom." ~ust 
as ~esus had not come to be served, but to serve, so all great-
ness in the kingdom would have to rest on the same basis. In 
like manner, "modern democracy is destined to establish the 
same principle and to abolish all lordships that cannot show 
their title on that basis.n98 Ten years later his ideas had 
not changed .with respect to the "capitalistic semi-democracies," 
97. Rauschenbusoh, CSO, 5. 
98. Rauschenbusoh, CSO, 60-61. 
and their economic institutions. He still emphasized the 
service principle: 99 
The fundamental step of repentance and conversion 
tor professions and organizations is to give up 
monopoly power and the incomes derived from legal-
ized extortion, and to come under the law of ser-
vice, content with a fair income for honest work. 
By doing this, Rauschenbusch said, they may hope to "step out 
of the Kingdom of Evil into the Kingdom of God." 
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As we come to the conception of Harry F. Ward, with regard 
to the principle of service as opposed to that of self-interest, 
it is well to recall Ely's insistence that business could not 
exist without a certain amount of Christian morality. The cen- . 
tral thought of Ward's work is found in his belief in a positive 
cooperative economic democracy, based wholly on ethic·al consid-
erations. In 1919 he pointed out that wherever the principles 
of Christian morality had been applied in the processes of 
America's socio-economic system, the results had been general 
improvement in favor of the whole .American community. It has 
already been indicated that Ward's thought in later years de-
veloped progressively in the direction of Christian socialism, 
but it needs to be said here that, from the first, he stood 
firm1y for the principle of service as opposed to the laissez 
faire doctrine of self-interest. Shortly after the First World 
100 War he .said: 
Over against the cal~ and shameless selfishness, 
the ruthless brutality and sordid materialism that 
stand out to-day in the high places of the earth, 
99.Rauschenbusch, TSG, 117. 
100. Ward, NSO, 384. 
must be set the capacity for sacrificial service 
Which millions of plain people have manifested ~n 
these last years. It is evidence sufficient of 
the presence and power of the instinct for sacri-
fice which ••• wilL lead man to his desired haven 
of world-wide brotherhood when the artificial bar-
riers that now obstruct its passage are removed. 
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Ward stands for the same principle of service when later he 
again states his opposition to the "prevailing economic moral-
. ity" of the industrial system, and calls for its very opposite: 
"the elements conserved and developed by the ethic of desus ••• 
--the supremacy of personality, the obligation ae service, the 
101 
need of solidarity, the validity of sacrifice.ff These are 
the underlying elements that are basic in true democracy, as 
he portrays it, and he believes that the survival of democracy 
"depends upon the extension of its principles and methods to 
the field of economic activities."102 
From these considerations it becomes quite clear that the 
spokesmen for social Christianity have not looked upon economics 
as a sphere of stern determinism. They do not believe that the 
laws of classical economics are in any sense "iron laws," or 
that their force is inevitable or inescapable. It is abundantly 
clear rather that they each believe in the reality of a higher 
law, a law of social service, which is just as certainly an 
integral part of the human spirit as the law of individual self-
interest. Furthermore, they conceive of the former as capable 
of leading mankind to social acheivement, progress, productivity, 
and good will, while the latter tends to be destructive of many 
101. Ward, OEM, 311. 
102. Ward, SS, 158. 
14!: 
ot these same sooial values. This emphasis on service, with 
respect to individual motives, was an important part of the 
ethical Christian solution, to the economic problems of America, 
proposed and formulated by sooial Christianity. The exponents 
ot the movement unanimously agree that the principle of service, 
as set forth here, is one of the fundamental requisites in solv-
ing the mounting problems arising out of the industrial revolu-
tion. Issues of disagreement mnong them, to be analyzed later, 
had to do with specific policies and methods. 
The task of this chapter has been to show how the concern 
of social Christianity, over the various issues presented in the 
prec•e.;ding chapter, has been displayed by the leading spokesmen 
of the movement .with particular reference to property and the 
individual. We have seen how individual suffering and individ-
ual responsibility are related to each other and to property in 
a relationship which is necessarily social. The persons~in-cul­
ture point of view, as recognized by social Christianity, has 
been explained so as to show how it avoids the extremes both of 
an exaggerated individualism and a mass non-personal socialism. 
It has been ·demonstrated that the spokesmen of social Christ-
ianity reject whole-heartedly the view of classical economics 
that individual selfishness, involving self-interest and compe-
tition, is an inescapable iron law that cannot be altered by 
the conscious efforts of intelligent unselfish persons. It is 
clear also that stewardship and charity are not considered ade-
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quate measures by which to solve the problem of property 
because stewardship lacks -a "cutting edge," when based as it 
customarily is on a mere appeal to property owners, and charity 
has lost from its meaning its original sense of a genuine un-
selfish love for o~her persons. The many-sided problem of right 
use involved an analysis of the difficulties growing out of the 
established capitalist forms and functions of property which by 
their very nature cannot fulfill the requirements of Christian 
ethics. And yet, this question of right use is the key to 
social Christianity's solution, according the hypothesis estab-
lished in this dissertation. What is needed then is a change 
ot emphasis (the conversion of the political economy from the 
pursuit of self-interest to the law of love), which can help to 
promote a change of personal economic motives (personal conver-
sion from blind obedience to the law of self-interest to willing 
allegiance to the social law of service). 
This chapter has thus contributed a great deal to the main 
argument, with an accumulation of evidence from all the leading 
personalities under consideration, which shows how these thinkers 
believe that _ property should be a means; not an end in itself; 
and as such its right use by all owners of property fulfills the 
p_urpose of social service which embodies an equitable considera-
tion of the total needs of all persons. The evidence presented 
in this chapter is basic. The groundwork had been laid out. We 
turn now to consider the application of these and other concep-
tions to the problem of property and society. 
CHAPTER IV 
PROPERTY AND SOCIETY 
The preceding chapter dealt with the conceptions of 
social Christianity in regard to problems involving the in-
dividual's motives, tendencies, and responsibilities in 
property relationships. In this chapter we shall deal with 
the conceptions in regard t .o the problems of property in-
volving the · social system, social organization, and the 
whole of society. We have seen that individuals differ and 
that this fact of differences among them is the basis of in-
dividuality, the index by which the individual may be identi-
fied as such. We have observed also that the individual, or 
person, is dependent on society, or at least on certain ele-
ments of it, for the development and survival of his individ-
ual characteristics. What is needed now is a rather concise 
definition and explanation of the term society. 
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Society may be considered the 'web of social relationships' 
among individuals. In the realm of human beings society is the 
condition in which individuals behave toward one another in 
ways that are determined by their recognition of one another. 
Society involves a sense of community and it depends on dif-
ferences as well as likenesses among its individual consti-
tuents. M1Diver says that sociologists must "study alike the 
~onditions that unite and those that separate human beings." 
He then goes on to define society, in summary fashion, as 
"the system of social relationships in and through which we 
live." Normal humanity, he says, "must have social relation-
ships to make life livable. The need of society is inwrought 
in our essential nature."1 Society is a concept involving so 
many elements that it is difficult to determine which of them 
are most important and which are really vital to society's ex-
istence. Linton gives a brief but fairly comprehensive defi-
nition of a society by stating that it "is any group of people 
who have lived and worked together long enough to get them-
selves organized ·and to think of themselves as a social unit 
with well-defined limits." Linton admits that any brief defi-
nition must be considered more or less cdloquial in nature be-
cause "all objects of phenomena have multiple qualities" and 
"no descriptive definition can be complete~' but that it can se-
lect for emphasis those qualities which are pertinent to the 
2 
work at hand. Not only is the subject itself a complex one, 
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but there are many varying theories about what constitutes 
society and how it functions. Pitirim Sorokin, in his exceeding-
ly brilliant text, lists thirteen distinctive sociological 
schools of thought plus numerous branch.es and, in his intro-
duction indicates that many theories were not included because 
they were not suited to certain purposes of the study. 3 
For the above reasons it becomes clear that we cannot here 
l. Maeiver, Soc, 7,8. 
2. Linton, SM, 91. 
3. Sorokin, CST, xxi. 
examine all the complexities and variables of social rela-
tionships. It should be pointed out, however, that while 
within every group, and between groups, there is likely to be 
struggle between diverse and opposing interests, the factors 
of cooperation and harmony must penetrate deeper than the fac-
4 tors of conflict if society is to exist at . all. 
It is the very essence of a common interest to bring men 
together in cooperative effort toward its ach-ievement. When 
men are united in devotion to a cause they are impelled, by 
deep-seated impulses, to join in its pursuit. Applying this 
truth to the problem of property we may say that if property 
interests are considered an end in themselves, rather than a 
means to achd..eve a higher common or social interest, there 
will not be unity or cooperation but rather unending conflict, 
except within groups combined for their mutual economic advan-
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tage; and not even there when anyone or any number of persons 
within the group are convinced that cooperation is proving un-
profitable in a material sense. The reason for this is that 
interests of power and distinction (major concerns when property 
is considered an end itself) cannot be harmonized because they 
are relative. Power and distinction mean advantage over others. 
One person, or group, seeks power and distinction that involve 
a preferred status, never being content with any level of econo-
mic welfare that permits equality. 
Such considerations as the above reveal why the exponents 
4. See Iv.iaJiver, Soc. 7. 
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of social Christianity place the person relatively higher, in 
the scale of values, than material things. They believe that 
men can have a common interest without developing conflicts, if 
that common interest is the enhancement of human personality. 
But such common interests are at opposite poles from the economic 
interests of prestige and power. Economic goods might be so 
apportioned that what one has others have also,_ if the common 
,. 
interests of all were directed toward the enhancement of human 
personality and the welfare of all. On the other hand, implicit 
in the power impulse is the demand that what one has others can-
not have. In an advanced industrial situation this power moti-
vation becomes a problem of major proportions. It tends to 
create conditions in which men of wealth have the power which 
wealth confers upon them to accumulate more and more wealth, 
while vast n~bers are forced to suffer under conditions of 
poverty that were unheard of before the advent of modern type 
industrialism. 
A picture incorporating all the details of the American 
industrial situation which the early social gospel thinkers 
were faced with cannot be drawn within the framework of this 
introductory statement. In the first place this has already 
been achieved in general by various American historians and in 
this particular field by such men as Hopkins, May, Abell, Gabriel 
and others. This was made clear in the first chapter of this 
study. In the second place a brief historical sketch will suf-
fice to reveal at. least the chief characteristics of that period. 
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Among other things the situation, in the decades following 
the Civil War, involved a rapidly growing labor unrest together 
with widespread unemployment in spite of a vast increase in the 
nation's aggregate wealth; the tendency of business to consoli-
date to meet increasingly fierce competition; the growth and ex-
pansion of the industrial corporation with its monopolistic con-
sequences; the disproportionate urbanization of the population 
resulting in the new social and economic problems of the in-
dustrial centers; and the challenge which the whole new arrange-
ment presented to religion. 
The industrial revolution brought about a radical change 
in American labor. The pattern of work in which the laborer 
worked shoulder to shoulder with the entrepreneur was changed 
into a system in which he tended machines for an absentee owner. 
In 1870 the labor force was inadequate but before 1880 the spec-
tacle of unemployment appeared on the scene. While to some ex- . 
tent technological improvements reduced numerically the need for 
workers, industry was attracting additional workers from the 
rural areas and from fo~eign countries. The result was a twenty 
five percent decline in real wages during the decade 1870-80. 
As the industrial system expanded unemployment continued to rise 
and wages continued to fall until they went below the bare sub-
sistence level. Conditions were even worse during periods ot 
economic crisis. Family problems of subsistence drove women and 
children into the factories, thus aggravating the unemployment 
crisis. Poverty seemed to increase in proportion to wealth, 
for while, during the 1870's, wa~s declined by one fo~rth, 
the aggregate wealth of the country increased ~rom thirty to 
forty-three billions of dollars. During the same ten year 
period the population of the United States increased from 
thirty-eight and one half to fifty millions.' The increase of 
total wealth and the decline of wages, considered along with 
the increase of population, shows that the new wealth was not 
accruing to the benefit of the masses. 
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This trend, in which the gap became progressively wider 
between the income of labor and the increase of wealth, con-
tinued unabated until it was partially arrested by a combina-
tion of forces which included such developments as the appear-
ance of the American Federation of Labor in 1886 (when it first 
became effective), the setting up of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission in 1887, and the passage of the Sherman Antitrust 
Act of 1890. These agencies and measures were not only the 
outgrowth of the unfair differential in wealth distribution, 
but they represented also the response of labor and of Govern-
ment to the developing trend toward the consolidation of busi-
ness, the broader application to industry of the corporation 
pattern of organization, and the increasing threat of unbridled 
monopoly to the nation's economy. Even some of the business 
and industrial leaders saw the need of some s·ort of protection 
from each other. 
The Noble Order of the Knights of Labor had been organized 
5. Dudley (ed.) EA, XXXIX, 126. 
in 1869 as a secret society, but its secrecy was abandoned in 
1881 under the suspicion and pressure of churchmen and bus.i-
ness leaders. Although this organization w~s somewhat hospi-
table to socialism, it had no political philosophy and lacked 
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a definite program. · It was essentially a fraternity attempting 
to organize and harmonize a heterogeneous membership that in-
cluded both skilled and unskilled workers, various religious 
and language groupings, and even some who were not to be classi-
fied among the ranks of laboring men, such as intellectuals and 
members of the clergy. The Noble Order was probably too poorly 
organized to combat the entrenched captains of industry. Fur-
thermore, its leaders were not of the calibre to meet the tre-
mendous demands of the situation which they faced. They were 
attacked by organized wealth and by most of the religious lead-
ers of the period, and were often referred to as 'those anar-
ehists.' After the early exciting hopes had worn off or had 
been frustrated by the defeats in various conflicts, particu-
larly that of the Haymarket affair of 1886, the Knights of Labor 
had dwindled, by 1890, to approximate in~1gnificance. 6 
In the meantime, the skilled workers had withdrawn from 
the Knights of Labor and had organized the American Federation 
of Labor, based on the craft-union principle. This movement 
began in Pittsburg, Pennsylvania, in 1881 with about a quarter 
of a million members, and by 1886 was receiving recognition on 
the national scene. It accepted capitalism but demanded the 
6. See Dudley (ed.), EA, XVI, 485-486; 
Hopkins, SGAP, 80; and Gabriel, CADT, 193. 
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right to e~ua~ power with capital through the combined strength 
of its membership. Its aim was to become a competitive partner 
in the industrial system with full rights to gain, by concerted 
action, its share of the nation's increasing wealth. Samuel 
Gompers, its leader from the first, believed in labor union ini-
tiative (thus matching the idea of individual iniatiative) in 
striving for the Federation's goals. He recognized, of course, 
that the A.F.of L. faced not just individuals alone, but the 
combined power of organized wealth. He did not desire pater-
nalism either from management or from government. He believed 
that labor should be so organized as to balance the power of 
the impersonal and autocratic corporation. Despite these ideas, 
however, the A.F.of L. had to meet the charge, from the propo-
nents of the gospel of wealth, that labor was un-American. 
While labor was growing stronger, and some political con-
cern was being revealed through regulatory acts, the problems 
seemed to multiply faster than effective measures could be set 
in motion to cope with them. To the economic difficulties dis-
cussed above, was added the problem of over-crowded industrial 
centers. During the 1880's alone the urban population increased 
fifty percent. Aaron I. Abell states that, between 1860 and 
1900, "the nwnber of cities of eight thousand or more inhabi-
tants increased from 141 to 547, and the proportion of towns-
.folk from a sixth to nearly a third."? Typical of this urbani-
zation trend was the city of Chicago whose population increased 
7. Abell, UIAP,3. 
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by more than 100 percent during the 'eighties~ These sprawling 
centers of population with their problems of economic subsis-
tence, sanitation, and morality, represented perhaps the most 
important phase of the challenge with which American Protes-
tantism was faced. Protestantism's practical response to the 
problems of the city has been brilliantly described, as indi-
cated in our first chapter, by Abell and, less exhaustively, by 
several others. 
The church-going middle class of American Protestantism 
could remain undisturbed by the extreme sufferings of the dis-
possessed in the midst of increasing wealth and, in fact, en-
dorse the system which induced the paradox, until they were 
shocked out of much of their complacency by the economic and 
social crises, the three "earthquakes" in particular, 9 of the 
last thirty years of the nineteenth century. The panic of 1873 
culminating in a nation-wide railroad strike in 1877; the 
Chicago Haymarket Riot of 1886; and the panic and Pullman 
strike of 1692-94; were the upheavals which evoked considerable 
alarm -and caused some business and religious leaders tore-
examine their social and economic postulates. 
It has been made clear that the personalities of social 
Christianity played a leading role in Protestantism's rather 
feeble attempts to meet the challenge of the new conditions. 
When it came to specific proposals these early social gospel 
~pokesmen called for changes which the majority of Protestant 
8. See Schlesinger, RC, 64 • . 
9. See May, PCIA, 92-111. 
leaders were not willing to accept. It should be stated in 
this connection that by and large the representative men of 
social Christianity were doing more than merely .prescribing 
a solution to social ills. Social Christianity means more 
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than just a sociological expedient with instramental value to 
serve, with pragmatic methods, in the defense of cultural 
values. The teachings of most of these men embody a doctrine 
of divine ,causati'o:b·, not one of human self-determinism. They 
have their practical solutions, but even the instrumental value 
of their doctrines for society has been dependent upon their 
conviction that their doctrines have more than instrumental 
value. Society would have profited little by their efforts if 
profit, rather than God's will, had been their primary concern. 
What they were after in the practical realm will be the subject 
of investigation later on in this study. That will involve 
their specific p~oposals for dealing with particular problems. 
Their comprehensive solution to the social problem as a whole 
is to be found in their conceptions with respect to the kingdom 
of God on earth. 
1. The Meaning of the Kingdom of God 
The idea of the kingdom of God in social Christianity does 
not represent a piecemeal solution, but an over-all one. As a 
matter of fact, it is not put forward by certain social gospel 
spokesmen as merely a ther~tic to be applied expediently to 
the social ills of America·, as if the main object were to over-
--- --- - -- - -
come the social and economic ailments of the nation. The king-
dom is proposed as the object itself. The social order is to 
serve the interests of the kingdom of God while the principles 
of the kingdom of God are applied in the social order • 
. The belief in God's kingdom as a realm. in which God reigns 
in the affairs of men can be traced back to the prophetic lead-
ers of Israel. According to Rauschenbusch, every idealistic 
interpretation of the world, religious or philosophical, needs 
some such conception. "Even before Christ," he says, "men of 
God saw the Kingdom of God ~s the great end to which all divine 
leadings were pointing.n10 In its broader meaning and its ap-
plication to the social order it is traced back to Christ who 
initiated it. 
The idea of the kingdom of God is used by Richard Niebuhr 
as an acceptable idea, because it is the dominant one, by which 
to analyze American Christianity, provided it be recognized 
that the kingdom has not always meant the same thing. He traces 
it through three periods of American history and presents three 
corresponding views of it: 11 
In the early period of American life, when the founda-
tions were laid on which we have all had to · build, 
'kingdom of God' meant 'sovereignty of God'; in the 
creative period of awakening and revival it meant 
'reign of Christ'; and only in the most recent period 
had it come to mean 'kingdom on earth.' 
Niebuhr insists that these were not simply three divergent ideas, 
but were intimately related to one another. It appears to the 
10. Rauschenbusch, TSG, 141. 
11. Niebuhr (Richard), KGA, x. 
present writer that the relationship is less intimate than 
divergent, although there are admittedly some points which 
the three patterns of thought-"soverei:gnty of God," "reign of 
Christ," and "kingdom on earth"--have in common. Among the 
points of divergence we have to consider the fact that the 
early American idea of God's sovereignty involved a divine mon-
arch (probably a hold-over from the feudal requirement of some 
sort of absolute ruler) as well as the other-worldly view of 
God's perfect reign. Then also the idea of the evangelical 
period concerning the reign of Christ, although it saw a justi-
fication of human freedom because of Christ's inner control, 
stressed the other-worldly point of view, and conceived of 
Christ's reign almost wholly in terms of the individual. On 
the other hand, the social gospel's doctrine of the kingdom 
on earth placed the emphasis on the fulfillment of God's will 
in the present world, on the establishment of God's reign in 
love instead of considering God as the absolute ruler, and 
stressed social salvation more than individual salvation. These 
differences are so enormous that it hardly seems correct to say 
that these divergent ideas were intimately related to one an-
other. Niebuhr himself admits the impossibility of forcing 
"Puritans, Q.uakers, and the great leaders and movements of the 
eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries into the mold of the 
social gospel."la Yet, while the differences here are vast, it 
may be admitted that all three periods, With their respective 
12. Niebuhr (Richard), KGA, ix. 
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views of the kingdom of God, embraced a doctrine of a human 
realm under the control and direction of the divine will, with 
all men equally responsible to obey that will. But the leaders 
of social Christianity attempted to make a literal application 
of this idea to the whole society. Thus, it would appear that 
about the only relationship between their conception of the 
kingdom of God and those of the earlier periods is in the fact 
that the later Christian social ideas obviously grew from a 
belief in a divine monarch into a faith in the immanence of God 
in society, and that their conception of the kingdom on earth · 
grew out of the evangelical tradition by proceeding from an in-
dividual to a communal hope. As Rauschenbusch phrased it in 
1912, "Our inherited faith dealt with individuals; our present 
1 task deals with society." 3 
According to Washington Gladden, suitable conditions for 
the emergence of the kingdom are provided wherever the gospel 
of Christ is preached. The signs of its coming, he says, are 
"visible only in those parts of the world where .Tesus Christ is 
known and loved as Master and Lord." The ideal of the kingdom 
of God "can be traced as directly to .resus Christ as the St. 
Lawrence river can be traced to its source in the mighty inland 
sea •••• The words of Christ are the law of this kingdom; the 
spirit of Christ is the life of this kingdom.u14 This kingdom 
is the unifying principle that brings God and man together in 
the human brotherhood which is the embodiment of the spirit of 
1.). Rauschenbusch, CSO, 42. 
14. Gladden, BQ, 245. 
Christ's law of life. The kingdom of God thus embraces the 
"social law of service" (as discussed in chapter III) within 
the framework of the brotherhood of man. This principle can-
not be limited to the elect , the Church or other special group, 
or to any phase of human activity. In Gladden's words: 15 
It is not the regenerate alone, but all who are made 
in God's image, who came under the law of brother-
hood •.•• All human relations--domestic, economic, 
i ndustrial, political--are founded on this fact and 
must conform to it. 
15'7 
The key to the whole meaning of the kingdom of God is this 
principle of social solidarity in brotherhood. It is the very 
nature of the reign of Christ in the hearts of individuals to 
bring them together into a social oneness. Even Josiah Strong's 
16 
"ethnocentric view," based on the hope that the kingdom might 
be diffused from Anglo-Saxon stock in America as a logical 
source, was one of eventual world brotherhood built on the 
"largest liberty, the purest Christianity, the highest civili-
zation."17 Almost three decades after these views had been 
posited in Our Country, this hope was still alive and his con-
ception had not materially changed. With emphasis on the con-
ditions that must be met he stated, in Our World: "Knowledge 
and benevolence is all that is needed to make men efficient co-
laborers with God in building the Holy City on the earth."18 
We saw in chapter III what Henry George meant by associa-
tion, justice, liberty, and equality. His conception was that 
15 .. _"Gladden, CS, 33. 
16. See Gabriel, CADT, 343. 
17. Strong; OC, 175. 
18. Strong, ~l, 82. 
religion had contributed these principles as ends toward which 
society should move. The means of attaining the goals set 
forth by Christi~~ity were given by economics and politics. 
Even as Henry George's personal experience was that of begin-
ning by loving man and ending by loving God, as Dombrowski in-
dicates,19 his social and economic studies began by investigat-
ing the relation of ethical principles to social phenomena and 
ended with a vision of the kingdom of God in human brotherhood. 
In the closing paragraph of his Progress and Povertl he raises 
once more this question of association and justice and points 
to the ultimate possibilities: 20 
With want destroyed; ••• with the fraternity that is 
born of equality taking the place of the jealousy and 
fear that now array men against each other; ••• who 
shall measure the heights to which our civilization 
may soar? ••• It is the culmination of Christianity--
the City of God on earth. It is the reign of the 
Prince of peace. 
Edward Bellamy, and the "Nationalist" clubs organized to 
disseminate the social doctrines of Bellamy's Looking Backward, 
took an even stronger solidaristic point of view and dreamed 
of a willing and even anxious regimentation ort the part of in-
dividuals, prompted both by good will and by the obvious ad-
vantages of cooperation over competition. Bellamy did not call 
his utopia the kingdom of God, but its idealism expressed a 
kingdom hope and helped to form a pattern of thought that was 
held by other social gospel spokesmen on this subject. 
Richard T. 'Ely thought that society, properly understood, 
19. Dombrowski, GSA, 44. 
20. George, PP, 552. 
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is an organism composed of parts performing functions neces-
21 
sary to the whole. His view carries a striking similarity 
to the Apostle Paul's conception of the Christian community in 
which all are members one of another, so that when one suffers 
all suffer and the function of each member is needed by the 
22 
whole organic unit. In Ely's thought, this is true social 
solidarity. It meant that every individual has an important 
place in society to fill, and that each one should be recog-
nized, respected, and rewarded for his contribution, whether 
great or small, but it certainly did not mean equality. Im-
plied in an organismic view of society is the idea that classes 
are permanent and essential factors in society. In the human 
organism a foot must always remain a foot and does not aspire 
to become a hand or an eye. Dombrowski thinks this view lends 
itself to a justification of the status quo. 23 While it must 
be admitted that certain of Ely's writings seem to support this 
conclusion; as when he ~ges workingmen to "cultivate an ad-
miration for all genuine authority" and never to expect equal-
ity;24 the fact must not be overlooked that he believed the 
level of the whole society could be raised, that justice would 
eliminate poverty, and that the social body oould be brought to 
an excellent state of health. 25 Furthermore, Ely believed in 
the development of skills through training and the appropriate 
21. Ely, IPE, 14. 
22. I Cor. 14. 
23. Dombrowski, CSA, 53. 
24. Ely, LMA,xi. 
25. See Ely, SAC, 144. 
159 
160 
placement of trained personnel in the social economy. In fact, 
Ely's belief in the "law of indirectness," in which losing one's 
life is the means of saving it, as discussed in the preceeding 
chapter, actually precludes any consideration of rank within a 
society functioning in accordance with the social law of ser-
~ice. When the kingdom· of God, rather than power or prestige, 
is the object, there are no high and low vocations. The only 
way to attain greatness is to be the servant of all in a rela-
tionship of unity within the kingdom of God. Religion, Ely in-
sists, is the social tie; "it unites men; it is a necessary 
element in the social organis~ if its members are to work har-
moniously together."26 
The idea of human solidarity, in the mind of W.D.P.Bliss, 
is expressed in terms of his views on Christian socialism, to 
be examined more fully in a later section of this study. The 
kingdom of God, to him, was a collective idea the key to which 
is to be found in the teaching and work of Christ. The way for 
Christianity to achieve the salvation of the individual is to 
turn its attention to society. · Christ came to save individuals 
by harmonizing their social relations, which means that Christ 
came to save society. His Christian socialism was a system of 
thought for bringing about social salvation. It is man's part 
to carry out the program of the kingdom but this can be done 
only by uniting with Christ, living for him, and applying his 
teachings to society. He insisted that his socialism was to 
26. Ely, SAC, 144. 
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be distinguished from secular or scientific socialism in that 
it was "grounded in Christ," a fact that would provide the only 
foundation upon which socialism could endure. Men are already 
children of God and the Church needs to make them conscious of 
their relationship to God,as Father, and to men, as brothers. 
Human progress can go forward when it is understood that27 
God is the source and guide of all human progress, 
••• that all social, political and industrial rela-
tions should be based on the Fatherhood of God and 
the Brotherhood of Man, in the spirit and accord-
ing to the teachings of Jesus Christ. 
He believed in collectivism along the general lines of Edward 
Bellamy's views, and here again the kingdom is the object, the 
end which all creation must serve. 
In The Social Teachings of Jesus, Shailer· Mathews presents 
his conception of the kingdom of God in the light of what Jesus 
taught about it. He begins by showing what, in the light of 
Jesus' teaching, the kingdom is not: (1) It is not "a merely 
political kingdom, or theocratic state. tr (2) It is not a fig-
ure of speech merely to indicate a perfect method of life for 
the ind.ividual. (3) It is not the visible or even the invisible 
church. (4) It is not merely a condition of the individual heart 
or an abstract idea of "the moral kingdom. of Christian religion." 
And finally, it is not (5) just an eschatological hope, an idea 
which, as we shal·l see, Walter Rauschenbusch strips bare. "By 
the kingdom of God Jesus meant an ideal (though progressively 
approximated) social order in which the relation of men to God 
27. Bliss, (ed.) ESR, I, 258. 
is that of sons, and (therefore) to each other, that of 
28 brothers." Thus the expression, "the fatherhood of God 
and brotherhood of men," if the terms are given their proper 
social meaning, is the substanc'e of Christianity and repre-
sents a social force capable of expressing itself in a Uni-
versal society of man. 
In describing the possibilities of such a kingdom Francis 
G. Peabody; whose conception of the economic, social, and 
spiritual oneness of the hmnan family is strikingly similar 
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to that of ]~thews; sets off the kingdom of God against its 
contrasts in the world of self-seeking ambition. He asserts 
that Jesus' whole test of wealth is whether it helps the king-
dom of God. Looking then at the "unmitigated language of warn-
ing and rebuke with which Jesus addressed the prosperous," he 
concludes that "Jesus has established his place in history as 
the great forerunner of modern protests against the industrial 
system and its private capital base." 29 The final consequences 
of the efforts of Jesus and his foll.owers to establish the king-
dom must be "the ~onversion of business from an economic to a 
moral science," in the realtn' o.f material things. In the broader 
area of total hUman experience the aim is all-embracing . It is30 
the resolution to have a world which shall be con-
trolled, not by the sword but by the Spirit; a 
Government ·which shall be, not a machine in which 
each person · is a cog, but an instrument to develop 
personality; a social order organized by the un-
constrained loyalty of the popular will. 
28. :Mathews, STJ, , 54. 
29. Peabody, JCS~ , 189. 
30. Peabody, STJC, 78. 
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In the preaching of George D. Herron the kingdom of God 
on earth was the central theme , and the imperative of sacrifice 
was the dynamic by which it could be accomplished. He con-
sidered the cross of Calvary as the eternal principle of all 
divine and human action in making the kingdom on earth a reality. 
Herron's work in the United States had its effective be-
ginning in .l890 after he preached his famous sermon on "The 
Message of J"esus to Men of Wealth" to a group of ministers 
gathered at a Minnesota Congregational conference in Minnea-
polis. His active ministry ended in America when, after em-
bracing socialism in 1900, he married Miss Carrie Rand in 1901 
in a liberal ceremony, which dramatized his "opposition to 
coercive institutions," a short while after his first wife had 
. . 31 
secured a divorce. During this eleven year period Herron was 
one of the most prominent and the most controversial figure~in 
American social Christianity. He moved to Italy shortly after 
his second marriage, but his influence on the American scene 
continued to be far-reaching. A weekly journal, The Kingdom, 
was sponsored by certain of his friends to spread his ideas. 
His life and work were the main inspiration for Charles M. Sheldon 
who wrote In His Steps, to which reference was made in chapter 
III. He had considerable influence on Ralph Albertson who led 
the way in establishing the Christian Commonwealth Colony in 
Georgia, to be considered further on in this chapter. 
Herron looked upon the kingdom of God in a modern setting 
31. For a more detailed account see Hopkins, SGAP, 184-200; 
Gabriel, CADT, 319-321; Dombrowski, CSA, 171-193. 
as a "new idea" which God had dropped into the soul of man. 32 
In an industrial age when selfish ambition and special privi-
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lege were the social determinants in human relationships, his 
brand of social Christianity was, as Herron himself believed, 
revolutionary. The gospel of the brotherhood of man, he stated, 
"is the most revolutionary expression ever uttered," and it is 
nthe seed of mighty revolutions now on their way. n33 
To Herron, the central feature of the kingdom of God, and 
also the means of bringing it in, was sacrifice. The rule of 
self sacrifice could redeem society. Selfishness must be re-
placed with the law of love. Sacrifice alone can bring the 
full significance of the atonement to society, to social insti-
tutions, and to individuals. 34 Accepting the fact that 'God is 
transcendent in the universe of nature, he insisted that God 
is also immanent in human history. In this fact he saw reason 
to hope that the kingdom of God would spread over all the 
earth. 35 
God is pressing for a deeper incarnation of himself 
in the race. He calls for souls who shall make 
themselves of no reputation, ••. in order to become 
the strength of God to the weak, the joy of God to 
the \v.retched, and the wealth of God to the poor. 
Christian leaders must start leading the way to the kingdom, 
Herron aa~onished. It is not important that we keep our pulpits 
or collegiate chairs, but it is important "that we lay the ax 





Herron, NR, 12. 
Herron, CS (Christian State), 128. 
whose title initials are the same.) 
Herron, LC, 32. 
Herron, LC, 69. 
(He wrote two volumes 
saved by men and women who pour out their lives and possessions 
"as streams of love and service into the great currents of 
Christ's life, whose on-flowing is healing the nations." 36 
By way of summarizing Herron's views of the kingdom it may 
be said that it meant a just social order, society reconstruct-
ed in accordance with the standards of Jesus, the logic of the 
Sermon on the Mount, the social expression of Christ's law of 
love, "the organized sacrifice of the people.n37 Thus again, 
the objective is the kingdom. Economic well-being is not a 
goal in itself, for the way to happiness in the kingdom is the 
way of sacrifice. (Even the titles of some of Herron's books 
furnish us insights into his views of the kingdom of God, e.g. 
The Christian Society, The Christian State, The New Redemption. ) 
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The most complete and thorough formulation of the kingdom 
of God, as a Christian social point of view, was given by Walter 
Rauschenbusch. The kingdom idea was at the center of his life 
and thought. It runs like a golden thread through every product 
of his prolific pen. He made his conviction clear with reference 
to the kingdom, when he said: "The Kingdom (sic--he capitalized 
the word) of God is the first and the most essential dogma of 
. 38 
the Christian faith." 
It is obviously impossible, in view of the above considera-
tions, even to approach a complete analysis of Rauschenhusch's 
views on this point within the due limits of one sub-topic in 
36. Herron, CS (Christian Society), 119. 
37. Herron, CS (Christian State), 62. 
38. Rauschenbusch, CSO, 49. 
166 
in a single chapter. It seems advisable, therefore, to sift 
I 
his thoughts in an effort to arrive at the residual essence of 
-
what he meant by "the Kingdom of God." 
Rauschenbusch bases his conception of the kingdom of God 
upon a non-apocalyptic interpretation of Jesus' view of the king-
dom. The main purpose here is to arrive at his meaning with 
respect to this view. But in discovering his full meaning we 
also learn how he applied the principles of the kingdom to the 
economic-industrial order, as well as his views regarding the 
weakness and failures of the church in the light of the king-
dom-of-God ideal. Such insights are gained from his statement 
concerning the nature of the kingdom. 
The kingdom of God, he says, (1) was "initiated by Jesus 
Christ," as the consl.l!Ill1ltion of the prophetic spirit. It is sus-
tained by the Holy Spirit, and will be fulfilled "by the power 
of God in his own time." It is the miraculous and continuous 
revelation of the power, righteousness, and love of God by which 
the community as well as the individual is saved. It is, thus, 
not only ethical but it also has theological implications. The 
kingdom (2) contains the "teleology of the Christian religion" 
by which theology is translated from the static to the dynamic. 
The kingdom is at the center of theology. Regardless of the 
extent of evil in existence now or in the future, "it will be 
the end to which God is lifting the race." The presence of God 
in the kingdom (3) assures us that it is both present and fu-
ture, for "God is in all tenses, eternal in the midst of time." 
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With regard to the future, "we walk by faith," but in the pre-
sent we must see the kingdom always coming, pressing in on the 
present, big with possibility, and calling for immediate action. 
We experience it as a gift and accept it as a task. 
(4) Christ gave the kingdom a distinctive interpretation; 
releasing the idea from its previous nationalistic bounds and 
making it spiritual and world-wide with the salvation of man and 
society as its essential purpose; imposing upon it his mind, 
personality, love, and holy will; and foretelling it as well as 
initiating it. (5) It is "humanity organized according to the 
will of God." .At every stage of human development it "tends 
toward a social order which will best guarantee to all personal-
ities their freest and highest development"; implying a progres-
sive reign of love in human affairs which is expressed with un-
selfishness regarding "life, property, and rights"; and tends 
toward the progressive unity of mankind , but "with the mainte-
nance of individual liberty" and the opportunity of national 
self-determination within the kingdom's framework. As the su-
preme end of God, (6) the kingdom "must be the purpose for which 
the Church exists," as well as the test of the church's spirit-
ual authority and honor. The church has no power to save un-
less the kingdom is present in it and, unless it lives for the 
kingdom, "its institutions are part of the 'world'" and the 
church thus becomes the object rather than the power of redemp-
tion. Because it is the "supreme end," (7) the concepts of sin 
and personal salvation get t .heir orientation from the doctrine 
of the kingdom in such a way as to require a new theological 
interpretation in terms of salvation of the individual through 
social salvation. Finally, (8) the kingdom is not limited to 
the church and church activities. "It embraces the ·whole of 
human life," of which the church as an institution is only a 
part, "alongside of the family, the industrial organization of 
society, and the State." Thus the greatest future of religion 
will be found in the "public life of humanity.,,39 
Rauschenbusch, thus, sees an eschatological hope in time 
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as well as in eternity. Recognizing that the Christian religion 
needs a Christian eschatology, he nevertheless contended that 
the social gospel strips the non-Christian and pre-Christian 
fragments from Christianity's traditional eschatological out-
look. Just as social causes had added these fragments, new 
social causes could lead to their disappearance. For instance, 
the apocalyptic concepts of demonology and satanology had been 
needed to explain political oppression, and the millennia! hope 
to provide a mechanism of escape from it. Rauschenbusch wanted 
to "sift out what is distinctively Christian in origin and 
spirit," from traditional eschatology, and this left him with 
very little apocalypticism indeed. 
He divorced the ethical teaching of Jesus from earlier 
a pocalyptic expectations and pointed out that "Q,," the earliest 
of the documentary sources of the gospels, contains very few 
apocalyptic and eschatological elements.4° He believed that the 
39. Rauschenbusch, TSG, 139-145. 
40. Rauschenbusch, TSG, 219. 
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intellect of Jesus "pushed impetuously forward" toward the im-
mediate saving acts of God rather than toward a scheme of dis-
tant events, and that it substituted developmental ideas for 
catastrophic ideas. "A stronger emphasis on the future of the 
race," he said, "will simply restore the genuinely Christian 
emphasis." This calls for a restoration of millennial hope 
involving the ideal of the kingdom of God in which both the 
spiritual life and the economic life of the race will be saved.4l 
It should be pointed out, however, that Rauschenbusch did not 
exclude the possibility of some catastrophic events in the con-
flict between the kingdom of God and the kingdom of evil. 
Rauschenbusch thus shows that the kingdom of God demands 
an ethic for public life as well as for private life. The ethi-
cal principles of the kingdom are conceived in terms of the ab-
solute value of h~~an personality, the solids~ity of all mankind, 
and divine-human love. ·These require the universalization of 
family ethics; such as freedom, equality, justice, cooperation, 
and collective property rights. These principles must be applied 
to the whole social order; that is, to the state, the economic-
industrial order, the church, and the individual.42 Religion, 
then, must bring salvation to the two great entities of life: 
the human soul and the human race. 
We began this section by stating that the kingdom of God is 
conceived in social Christianity as the object to be sought and 
achi eved rather than as a mere aid to economic and social well-
41. Rauschenbusch, TSG, 220, 224. 
42. See Rauschenbusch, CSO, Part III; "Our Semi-Christian 
Social Order .•" 
being. Thus, it is becoming increasingly clear that, although 
socio-economic improvement is part of its fruit and certainly 
a desirable goal, the kingdom of God is itself the supreme end. 
Furthermore, in the kingdom ideal, the one purpose of property 
is to be used in serving this end. Rauschenbusch lends more 
s pecific support to this contention when he says that43 
another mark of the distinctively Christian con-
ception of the Kingdom of God (is) that the spirit-
ual values of human life are set above all economic 
aids to life as the real end to be sought. 
2. Social OWnership on a Christian Basis 
The subject of Christian socialism is too vast to warrant 
170 
the hope of anything like an exhaustive treatment of it in this 
study. :Many of the social gospel leaders have wri t ten volumes 
on this question and most of them have spent the major portion 
of their effort in exploring the heart and context of this field 
of thought. Therefore, and since this topic is only accessory 
to the whole subject matter of the next chapter, it is necessary 
at this point to .make a general statement concerning the basic 
philosophy of social Christianity underlying this question. As 
an introduction to the next section on "Attempts at Christian 
Communism," this will give some clues as to why some of the 
most prominent leaders of the movement have embraced some form 
of economic collectiv!sm. 
That the philosophy of "every man for himself" is at the 
opposite pole from the Christian idea of "love thy neighbor , " is 
a fact so well established by now that it does not need to be 
43. Rauschenbusch, CSO, 64. 
re-emphasized here. The exponents of social Christianity take 
cognizance of the fact that organized Christianity general ly 
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has attempted to reconcile these two opposites, in practice if 
not in theory, by leading all mankind into a Christian exper-
ience. But the reasoning of social Christianity is that the 
regeneration of individuals falls short of being a satisfactory 
goal. If all individuals were converted, in the conventional 
sense, there is nothing to make one believe that the social 
problems would be solved; i.e. nothing in the sharp business 
practices, class distinctions, and other unethical activities 
of those who have already been "regenerated11 and are accepted 
as such in Christian circles. The worst sins, and the hardest 
to recognize for what they are, are social sins. But they are 
profitable in the material sense. They even become popular, and 
those who commit them most succes s fully and on the largest scale 
receive the highest acclaim, even among church people. Christ-
ianity thus becomes a house divided against itself, and the 
economic-industrial world exhibits the results in the form of 
injustice, while the church exposes the consequences by its 
failure to make any appreciabl e dent on evil in the world. 
Any remedy that would carry hope of success would require, 
first, a new sense of social mission on the part of Cb~istianity 
and, secondly, a change in the social. environment; especially in 
the realm of economics, where the industrial maxims, the customs, 
and the principles render Christ's law of love inoperative. A 
beginning toward the first requisite was thought to be embodied 
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in the movement of social Christianity. Its leaders were . now 
calling for action on the second requisite, a change in the 
socio-economic environment. ·what sort of change or changes 
needed to be made, and what should be the methods used? It 
wil l be the task of the remainder of this chapter, and all of 
chapter V, to show what answers the leading spokesmen of social 
Christianity have to offer to this question. 
It should be stated that it is not possible, nor is it 
thought expedient, to consider in t his study all the minute de-
tails having to do with the economic organization of an industrial 
society, although some of the leading me n of the movement under 
consideration; such as Henry George, Richard T. Ely, Harry F. 
Ward, and to some extent Henry D. Lloyd, and Walter Rauschenbusch; 
have done exhaustive work in this field and have offered pre-
scriptions relative to each operation of the economic system. 
We are primarily concerned here with views relative to the basic 
principles of property ownership in the light of Christian social 
ethics. 
J. Attempts at Christian Communism 
As indicated already, social Christianity has embraced cer-
tain ideals which may be classified as utopian in essence. In 
Edward Bellamy 's Looking Backward we found a utopian literary 
work, with sociological i mplications, which outlined the social 
and economic features of the year 2000, as projected in the mind 
of the author. In a later work, Equality, he set forth his pic-
ture of the year 2000 in greater detail. Other utopian works, 
with even more spiritual emphasis upon Christian social prin-
ciples, were also appearing during the last decade of the nine-
teenth century. 44 These were the social gospel novels whose 
purpose was to stimulate greater interest in the social aspects 
of an applied Christian gospel by the use of dramatic methods. 
As indicated already, the most influential of these works of 
fiction was that by Charles M. Sheldon, entitled In His Steps. 
The importance to this study of both types of utopian 
literature, Bellamy's novel of "Nationalism" and the social 
gospel fiction stories, is due to their immediate influence and 
effects more than to their points of view. Both exerted their 
influence upon movements involving two different attempts to 
put Christian communism into practice in America. The novel by· 
Bellamy, Looking Backward, resulted in the formation of the 
"Nationalist Clubs" which began in Boston in 1889 and soon 
spread throughout the country, reaching also into Canada. Yet 
after an enthusiastic initial response, Bellamy's nationalism 
began to decline and disappeared, as a popular movement, within 
two years. It had been sup ported by such men as W.D. P .Bliss, 
Edward Everett Hale, Philo W. Sprague and other socially minded 
Christian leaders. It was replaced by Christian socialism on 
the part of the social gospel leaders involved, while on the 
political front it was overshadowed by Populism.45 
The nationalist movement was a somewhat vague atte~pt to 
spread Bellamy's ideas over the country with an apparent hope 
44. See Hopkins, SGAP, 142-144. 
45. See Gabriel, CADT, 212. 
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that through these clubs the nation might be penetrated with 
the leaven of Bellamy's ideas and ther~by persuaded to adopt 
this form of nationalist communism as an over-all politico-
economic policy. The evanescence of the movement, and the lack 
of persistence on the part of its leaders, make it clear that 
this utopian hope was neither deep-seated nor well-defined. 
The other attempt at Christian communism was one which re-
ceived at least a partial impetus from the social gospel fic-
tion referred to above. This was the Christian Commonwealth 
Colony in Georgia, a communistic community whose purpose was to 
demonstrate the practicability of the law of love in industrial 
life, and as stated by its leading proponent, Ralph Albertson, 
"to join ourselves to one another and to. Christ in bearing away 
. 46 
the sins of the world." It would perhaps be more accurate to 
say that George D. Herron's gospel of sacrifice produced both 
the social gospel fiction and the Georgia Commonwealth Colony, 
an observation which only points up more sharply the intimate 
relationship between the two expressions of social passion. It 
is admitted that the environmental arrangements in the views 
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portrayed in the fiction literature, which we have examined, are 
quite different from those worked out in the Commonwealth colony, 
but it is also true that Charles M. Sheldon, author of the most 
prominent of the fiction stories, and others who were impressed 
by Sheldon's literary works, were vitally interested in, and of-
fered encouragement to, the Georgia colony. 
46. See .Albertson, Art( 1898). 
One of the principle aims of the Georgia Commonwealth 
Colony was to demonstrate that the teachings of Jesus could be 
obeyed in social relationships with regard to all matters of 
life, labor, and the use of property. 47 All property was owned 
in common, no one who came to the colony in need was turned. 
away, and Christianity was taken as a way of life as equally 
valid for social as for personal experience. Many social gos-
pel leaders had friends and acquaintances in the colony and 
through contacts with them, and from reading the colony maga-
zine, the Social Gospel, they maintained a definite interest 
in the experiment. Among those who manifested their interest 
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by contributions or by correspondence with colony members were 
Charles M. Sheldon, Graham Taylor, Henry D. Lloyd, Josiah Strong, 
{.D.P .Bliss, George D. Herron,. Richard T. Ely and mari.y others, 
plus a countless number of well-wishers throughout the country. 
Herron was a regular contributor to the Social Gospel, Bliss 
was an associate editor, some articles were written by Henry D. 
Lloyd . and Graham Taylor, and book reviews included the publi-
cations of Richard T. Ely, Washington Gladden, and a number of 
other social gospel leaders. Jane Addams evinced a considerable 
interest in the project and visited it to observe its operation 
first hand. One of the colony's most popular books was Sabatier's 
biography of St. Francis. Count Tolstoy was one of its many out-
side friends. One of the principles on which the colony was or-
ganized was based on Tolstoy's teaching of non-resistance. The 
47. For a rather complete account of this colony , 
see Dombrowski, CSA , Ch. XII. 
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emphasis was upon Christian communism, and the open-door policy 
allowed full voting and common ownership rights to all who came. 
This opened the way for abuses, based on selfishness, to creep 
into t~e colony and weaken its foundations. The colony was at-
tempting to put to the practical working test Tolstoy's concep-
tion of the Christian law of love as the sole governing code. 
The apparent necessity of protecting the colony from the 
encroachment of selfishness from the outside brought about a 
dilerruua which required t he leaders to choose between two alter-
natives either of which could bring about the defeat of the en-
terprise. If they chose not to oppose the renegade members, who 
sought by false charges to throw the colony into bankruptcy in 
order to secure a share of its property, then they could not con-
tinue to function co-operatively as an integral unit. If they 
chose to combat the offenders, as they finally did thr ough the 
courts, they would compromise their principle of non-resistence 
and thus undermine their raison d'etre. Two of the trouble 
makers were arrested and the subsequent victory of the colony in 
court was a defeat with respect to one of its basic principles. 
They had surrendered their appeal to the law of love and turned 
~o that or physical force. This brought about inward dissension 
because some of the members, including Albertson, had objected 
to the legal measures. 
Early in the year 1899 a freeze damaged the cr ops and fruit 
trees of the colony and th:ereby jeopardized the already meager 
food supply. During the following smruner typhoid fever swept the 
colony and brought death to a number of its members. The crop 
failure, the law suit;, and the typhoid epidemic combined to 
bring the enterprise to an end in 1900. After settling all ac-
counts the county court,in deciding a voluntary bankruptcy pe-
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tition,distributed eight dollars and fifty cents to each family. 
I t would seem appropriate to apply the term "Nobl e Experiment " 
to this obviously valiant effort to a pply the Christian law of 
love to a small social unit. 
(a) Christian Socialist Isl ands in A Capi talis tic Sea. 
Whenever men take seriously the problems of t heir age and act 
upon t hem, in concrete ways and by direct attack , in an effort 
to solve them, they usually make some definit e contribution to-
ward the i mprovement of their environment. As Lewis Mumford 
says, in his The Story of Utopias , "the ·cities and mansions that 
people dream of are those in which they finally live."48 Men 
must act upon their environment in order to make it over. 
Many explanations are given a s to why the utopian enter-
prises do not succeed. The project in Georgia was the most 
thorough-going and whole-hearted eff ort in lunerica's history to 
put to the practical test the Christian law of love as the sole 
governing code in social relationshi ps. Yet it endured less 
than four years. If this was 13-ction arising from theory, what 
does its failure do to the theory? If we say, as Dombr owski sug-
gests,49 that it was a failure only when measured by the yard-
stick of an acquisitive society, and contend that in reality it 
48. Mumford, SU, 11. 
49. Dombrowski, GSA , 169. 
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was a great success, why have there not been many other similar 
ventures aimed at changing the acquisitive society by this meth-
od7 These questions wi l l be considered in the following pages, 
but it is well to observe here that the Georgia colony was a 
failure in somewhat the s ame way, though of course with less in-
fluenc e , that Jesus on the cross was a failure. 
Hopkins refers to the Georgia Commonwealth as "an island of 
cooperation aurrounded by the corrupt sea of capitalistic compe-
tition."50 Dombrowski thinks of it as "an island of love and 
cooperation in the center of selfish capitalism.n 51 Gabriel de-
scribes it by saying that Ralph Albertson, its founder, " decided 
that in the desert of materialism which was called the United 
States he would create an oasis of self-forgetting love." 52 In 
speaking of such enterprises as "Christian Socialist Is l ands in 
a Capitalistic Sea," we give metaphorical expression to the very 
difficulties in this type of venture. Human nature naturally 
shrinks back from the idea of being marooned on a small island 
surrounded by a roaring and threatening sea, particularly when 
there is little prospect of protecting the island against the 
waves, or of using the island as a means of contro][ng or chang-
ing the sea. There is always the danger that the waves of the 
sea will roar in and envelop the island itself, a figurative 
expression of the destiny which actually overtook the enterprise 
in P.eorgia. 
50. Hopkins, SGAP, 196. 
51. Dombrowski, GSA, 133. 
52. Gabriel, OADT , 323. 
(b) Waning Faith in the Effica~y of Utopian Colonies. 
After the collapse of the colony in -Commonwealth, Georgia, its 
failure was noted with satisfaction in various capitalist news-
papers over the country. Yet it was a principle of laissez 
faire capitalism which contributed most to its destruction. It 
was the on-rushing wave of self-interest, which could not be 
checked so long as the colony held to the open-door policy of 
welcoming all who came, that struck the hardest blow. 
At any rate, there has been little serious consideration 
in social Christianity, during the twentieth century, of any 
plans to try such an experiment again. It is clear that the 
founders of the Georgia colony held some social hope in their 
hearts that their project would serve as an example to inspire 
other groups until the idea should receive general public favor 
and perhaps create in society at large a social consciousness 
of the practicability of the law of love in the everyday life 
of mankind. The facts show that the example failed to serve 
even this purpose, except to a small degree. The explanations 
given within the ranks of social Christianity are best s~med 
up in the words of VTal ter Rauschenbusch when he said, with ref-
erence to socialist colonies in general: "These communistic col-
onies are profoundly pathetic. Whether a colony succeeds or 
fails financially, its members are withdrawn from the rich life 
of human society and condemned to isolation and narrowness.n 53 
This view ' is based on the belief that men cannot save society by 
53. Rauschenbusch, CSO, 381-382. 
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withdrawing from society. Colony schemes had been tried nu-
merous timmin various parts of America since the early part 
of the nineteenth century, and many of them were based on 
religious motives. By 1900, how~ver, progressive religious 
leaders were beginning to question their value to society 
partly because of their unimpressive results and partly be-
cause, by their constitutional principles, they involved a 
withdrawal from the major problems of society.53 
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Various other social gospel spokesmen, besides Rauschenbusch, 
raised the same point. Bliss made it particularly clear that 
piecemeal reform of the type acclaimed by the colonization 
schemes was not to be confused with his purpose. in spearhead-
ing his Christian socialism. In 1890 he stated that "we are 
not to work to establish a Christian co-operative colony, ••• 
We are to work for the development of the Christian State, and 
so for the conversion of .people to our ideas~" (emphasis his ).54 
Although Lloyd contended that the colonies within themselves 
were usually successful examples to prove the value of coopera-
tive living, he thought that the social problem as a whole had 
to be solved "in the womb of society by all," and that there-
fore the colonies were too self-restricted to meet the large~ 
social problem. 55 Even though the Georgia colony was except-
ional in view of its open-door policy which did not exclude the 
outside world, it was thought to fall short of the mission of 
53. See !~y, PCIA, 9-11, concerning colonies which dotted 
America in the early part of the nineteenth century. 
54. Bliss, Art(l890), 111. 
55. Lloyd, HDL, II, 67. 
social Christianity which is to carry the gospel into the 
world. Ely insisted that self-sacrifice for its own sake is 
not what Christ would have, whether in individuals or groups. 
"Human duties are duties for this world," he said, and "Christ-
ianity means self-sacrifice for the sake of others." 56 Shailer 
Mathews made the same point by insisting that the watchword of 
I 
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small groups is conquest, not flight: "though they are not of 
the world, they are to stay in it." He pointed out that social 
groups, just as individuals, can. save themselves only by losing 
themselves, and went on to say : "Jesus never for an instant 
thought of the kingdom as merely a world within a world." 57 In 
the same vein of thought, Peabody declared that the kingdom is 
not a mechanical process but a spiritual adventure, for "Jesus 
does not save people by schemes, but sanctifies them for others' 
sake, and makes them, not schemers, but saviors.n58 
From his writings it is quite clear that Herron himself, al-
though he gave the Georgia colony no little encouragement, had 
very little faith in the social efficacy of such schemes. It has 
already been indicated, and will become clearer in a later para-
graph, that Herron believed in laying the ax at ·the root of the 
tree of social wrong. Any effective solution, he thought, would 
have to be a radical one because the problem is deep-rooted. We 
ar.e called upon, he said, to59 
go out into this great, starving , · striving , stagger-
ing, doubting humanity, to be beaten with stripes, 
56. Ely, SAC, 78. 
57. Mathews, STJ, 217. 
58. Peabody, STJC, 37 . . 
59. Herron, LC, 69. 
bleed with its wounds, stricken, mangled, poor and 
lonely with its sins, ••• in order to become divine 
righteousness 1n . its life. 
It is hardly necessary to point out that this kind of challenge 
cannot be answered by colonization schemes 
Because the. colony idea carries with it an aspect of as-
ceticism, it is thus rejected on the same grounds that Protes-
tantism .rejects monasticism. Isolated units were not accepted 
as representing a sufficient answer to the comprehensive social 
question. 
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(c) Emphases on Co-operatives. From the early days of the 
social gospel movement there has been some emphasis on the co-
operative as a means of equalizing the production, and especially 
the distribution, of consumer goods. Gabriel says that between 
1870 and 1910 some thirty-five hundred mutual assessment asso-
ciations came into being (a large nwnber of which failed) and 
that tens of thousands of Americans were identified with these 
co-operative enterprises. 60 Their value included more than 
mere economic security, for they also satisfied the social and 
psychological needs of their members. 
Most of the leaders of social Christianity have always taken 
a part in the encouragement of co-operative enterprises. In a 
volume published in 1885 Washington Gladden proposed the co-
operative as the only hope of labor to achieve economic inde-
61 pendence and security. At that stage he seems to have had 
particular faith in the practice of saving and investing to 
overcome the problem of continual poverty. We have seen that 
60. Gabriel, CADT, 190. 
61. Gladden, WPE, 191. 
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he later came to recognize the need of stronger measures, but 
he never rejected the co-operative principle. Substantially 
the same view was held by Bliss. He recognized that "people 
desire the concrete," and so he urged that the encouragement of 
the co-operative movement be included among the immediate aims 
of the Christian socialists. To him the co-operative enterprise 
represented at least a step in the direction of the "Co-oper~-
62 tive Commonwealth." Ely looked upon the co-operative as one 
answer to the problem of the large centralized corporation. In 
1894 he said: 63 
Voluntary cooperation, both in production and con-
sumption, has up to the present been able to con-
quer only a small share of the industrial field, but 
it has produced many beneficial effects, direct and 
indirect. 
He conceived of a time when the advantages of the co-operative 
would make themselves felt and, after a slowly increasing suc-
cess, this kind of cooperation might demonstrate its social 
value for the entire social economy. Such a development could 
unite labor and capital and usher in an era of industrial demo-
cracy. 
Rauschenbusch looked upon the co-operative as a possible 
means of identifying social concern with a worthy self-interest. 
Co-operatives, he said, could combine "a wholesome selfish de-
sire to get ahead with genuine fraternal sympathy and solidarity." 
He also emphasized the economic efficiency of such fraternal co-
operation. To him the co-operative could be more than an isolated 
62. Bliss, Art(l890), 112-11.3. 
63. Ely, SSR, 339-.340. 
unit trying to transform society by piecemeal methods. He de-
clared co-operatives to be a part of the "newly forming tissue 
of a Christian social order."64 He pointed out later that the 
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principal difference between a capitalistic organization and a 
co-operative was to be found in the distribution of voting pow-
er and control. He said that "capitalistic joint stock com-
panies work on the plan of 'one share, one vote,"' whil e irco-
operatives work on the plan of 'one man, one vote."' He goes 
on to say that here is the difference between saved and unsaved 
organizations. The co-operative method, which develops men and 
educates a community in helpful loyalty as a matter of princi-
ple, is under the law of Christ; while the capitalistic method, 
though it can produce wealth, produces human wreckage also be-
cause its economic power tempts owners and managers to exploi-
tation and .oppression in the interest of private profit. The 
principl e of the co-operative is democratic, he says, while the 
principle of the corporation is autocratic. 65 
In writing about the broader view of the principle of the 
co-operative in 1940 , Harry Ward shows how the same conception 
which Ely held (that the principle of the co-operative might 
finally gain industrial supremacy ) can be applied to the whole 
economy without surrendering the principle of true democracy. He 
states that "a democratic social economy . becomes a national co-
operative of producers and consumers of goods and services , 
jointly managing the common business." To make this possible 
64. Rauschenbusch, CSO, 387-388. 
65. Rauschenbusch, TSG, 111-112. 
there must be a chance for all the people to acquire the capa-
city, and to accept the duty, to share in the control • . He ex-
plains that in the absence of such a condition, nan economy of 
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abundance, resting upon social ownership, would indeed develop 
a stifling bureaucracy." It would simply create another privi-
leged priesthood, "exercising power by virtue of knowledge kept 
66 from the people." Thus, whether it is applied on a small 
scale or to the whole economy, the co-operative principle must 
prevail wherein the leadership is not det er mined by money power, 
but by character, sobriety, and good judgment, with the result-
ing incentives that develop men and educate the community. 
In studies conducted in 1945, Kirby Page brings us up al-
most to the present day with respe ct to the co-operative move-
ment in America. He states that there are about 6000 co-opera-
tive stores and service stations doing an annual business of 
about $6oo,ooo,ooo, and some JOOO farmer purchasing associa-
tions, with about· a million mempers, doing an annual business 
of some $369,000 ,000. He sees in the co-operative a practical 
value from the standpoint of Christian ethics because of its 
efficiency in improving the character of individuals as well as 
increasing the amount of economic goods available to all. As 
he states it, "mutual effort, mutual sharing , and .mutual respon-
sibility are more efficient and more desirable than self-inter-
est, competitive struggle, and the domination of the many by the 
few." He goes on to urge sU:pport for the movement by saying 
66 • , Ward, DSC , 9 6 • 
that "this significant world-wide movement deserves vigorous 
suppor t from individuals who are seeking to extend mutua lity 
and to increase equality." 67 
Almost all the recent literature of social Christianity, 
where the subject of the co-operative is discussed, reveals an 
element of hope that the co-operative movement may exert such 
an -influence in society as to be one factor in pointing the way 
to cooperation as a means of meeting the social, economic, and 
psychological needs of mankind. 
4. Proposed Methods of Reorganization 
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Any realistic analysis of economic facts makes clear the 
need of some reorganization of the social economy_. A capitalis-
tic social structure embodies certain fundamental divisive char-
acteristics within its framework. In the realm of Christian 
ethics it is necessary to decide what sort of action is best to 
take as one faces the problem. This has been an important issue 
within the ranks of social Christianity. A change is called for. 
Upon What principle shall the method be decided? Is it best 
merely to face specific instances of conflict as they appear, to 
function as an impartial arbitrator, and to do the work of ap-
peasement in an effort to promote the spirit of good will and 
brotherhood? Or is it the task of the proponent of the social 
gospel to advocate radical change by revolutionary methods? Are 
there conditions under "~Nhich violence may be justified? We pro-
pose to analyze the various answers to these questions by con-
67. Page, WGTD, 97. 
sidering the two main trends of thought found in the literature 
of social Christianity. In the order of the extent of their 
emphases, they are: first, gradualism; and secondly, revolu-
tionary tendencies. 
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(a) Gradualism. We have shown that the exponents of social 
Christianity are in favor of such coercive measures, with re-
spect to social legislation and its enforcement, that will es-
tablish conditions favorable to the proper functioning of social 
justice. The fact that the men of this movement stand for what-
ever coercion or force is necessary in the maintenance of law 
and order needs no further confirmation ~rom the sources. Even 
the social law of service, discussed in the preceding chapter, 
is based on the assumption that legal measures will prevent the 
disruption of the fraternal community by those who would sub-
vert it for selfish ends. The problem still before us involves 
the extent to which social conditions fall short of providing 
an environment conducive to the highest possible order of bro-
therhood, and how the shortcomings shall be counterbalanced. 
Proposed changes will meet with opposition from those who have 
vested intere·sts and established privilege. But the social gos-
pel is concerned both with an unjust system and specific in-
stances of injustice. 
It is hardly necessary to point out that peaceful methods 
are preferred, since ethical means are considered as important 
as ethical ends. Reform should be achieved peacefully if pos-
sible, but where that is impossible we find certain revolution-
ary tendencies within the movement. These will be examined in 
the next section. We are concerned here with the views that 
gradual growth and peaceful development are consistent with a 
religious approach to social change. 
In 1896 Washington Gladden, in his book, Ruling Ideas of 
the Present Age, based his argument for gradualist methods on 
the evolutionary historical process. The forces that had been 
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responsible for developmental changes in nature were also at 
work in t he religious and moral realms. The movement and direc-
tion of history was gradually setting mankind free from super-
stition and prejudice, changing social customs for the better, 
and modifying laws in the direction of higher ideals of justice 
68 
and truth. In a later paragraph we shall see that Gladden 
was sometimes in favor of drastic human action that might help 
to accelerate this process. 
Henry George put his faith largely in reason and ethics. 
He wanted man to utilize the "force of forces," it matters not 
whether i .t is called "religion, patriotism, sympathy, the en-
thusiasm for humanity, or the love of God." This force is the 
"electricity of the moral universe," besides which all other 
forces are weak. When men are taught to see the importance of 
giving of their effort and talent in return for all the wealth 
they expect to receive, they can utilize this force and still 
avoid "a needless shock to present custolllS and habits of thought, 
and a needless extension of governmental machinery." 69 Bellamy, 
68. See Gladden, RIPA, 290-296. 
69. George, PP, 404, 463. 
in his dream of the year 2000, portrayed the transition from 
competition to cooperation as having been achieved peacefully, 
thus bringing the people to see for the first time the full 
meaning of Christ's teaching. 70 It is true that he portrayed 
the actual transition as having taken place rather suddenly, 
but it was conceived as the result of centuries of preparation. 
His approach to change was similar to that prescribed by Ely. 
In 1922 Ely stated the view· which he had held since he first 
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began to seek to unite ethics and economics in order to pro~ 
mote progress. "Change must be gradual and evolutionary," he 
said, "aiming to reach a goal which always recedes. In other 
words, it is for society to move in the right direction."71 It 
is clear also that Bliss preferred peaceful and gradual devel-
opment toward Christian socialism. For example, he offers a 
specific plan for reclaiming the natural resources of the earth 
for all the people by taxation. Christian socialism, he said, 72 
would favor the reclaiming of the iand for the 
use of all the people, by taxing land values on 
a graduated scale, and increasing every year, until 
finally the whole value of the natural resources 
of the earth be taken for the people and not for 
the favored few. 
Peabody pointed out that Jesus presented an end to attain which 
was spiritual in essence and like "leaven" in method. The con-
tribution of Jesus, he said, "is not one of social organization 
or method, but a point of view. His social gospel ••• is one of 
70. Bellamy, LB, See Mr . Barton's Sermon, 223-239. 
71. Ely, PCDW, 336. For his earlier view, see LMA, 321-323. 
72. Bliss, (ed.) ESR, 260. 
190 
spirit and aim." 73 Similarly Mathews indicated that radical-
ism is to be found only in Jesus' teaching, not in his methods. 
As he stated it, "in Jesus and Paul, radicalism in teaching was 
tempered by sanity in method." 74 
Rauschenbusch likewise believed that Jesus taught the ideas 
of growth and development with respect to social evolution. He 
said that if we would "translate the evolutionary theories into 
religious faith," we would have "the doctrine of the Kingdom of 
God." He emphasized this belief by saying that "Jesus repu-
diated the force of revolution from the first. To set up the 
reign of peace by bloodshed was to accept the kingdom of the 
world from the hands of the devil." 75 In proposing A Theology 
for the Social Gospel, he indicated that the eschatology of 
Jesus was revealed ·in the choice of subject matter ~or his para-
bles: "He took his illustrations from organic life to express 
the idea of the gradual growth of the Kingdom •••• He was shaking 
off catastrophic ideas and substituting developmental ideas." 76 
Thus, in 1917 his views were substantially the same, with re-
s pect to violent revolutionary methods, as they were five years 
earlier when he stated explicitly that77 
violence calls out violence •••• Evil is not permanently 
lessened by counter evil. This must be one of the 
differentiating marks of those who seek social salva-
tion lln.der the leadership of Jesus: to refuse violent 
means, however tempting, and to throw all fighting 
ardor into moral protest. 
73. Peabody, JCSQ, 123. 
75. Rauschenbusch, CSO~ 58,90. 
77. Rauschenbusch, CSO, 59. 
74. Mathews, ceo, 167 
76. Rauschenbusch, TSG, 220 . v' 
In view of these statements one would hardly expect to 
find any revolutionary tendencies in Rauschenbusch at all. Yet 
we shall see as we look further that Rauschenbusch, along with 
several of the others cited above, tended to revolt when com-
ing face to face with certain extreme conditions that seemed 
to hold no promise of relief except through the use of coer-
cive physical force. The point to remember is that these men 
were possessed of deep feelings that called for social justice 
at almost any cost, even while they actually preferred to avoid 
the social injury which they knew would accompany the upheaval 
borne of revolution. 
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(b) Revolutionary Tendencies. We have indicated that revo-
' 
lutionary violence is considered a terrible evil, but if it is 
the only alternative to injustice and the permanent degradation 
of man, social Christianity for the most part would choose it, 
rather than peace, as a means of last resort to justice. In an 
important address in 1866 delivered at Cleveland, and later re-
peated in Boston and several other places, Gladden raised the 
question: "Is it Peace or War?" The emergence of the large 
corporations justified the concerted action on the part of la-
bor, b.ut the situation as Gladden saw it was actually one of 
war. We have seen that Gladden would choose rather the way of 
cooperation than that of conflict. But this labor-management 
situation was a conflict in which war seemed to be the order of 
the day. Thus, in h~s speech, Gladden's conclusion was that if 
war was to be "the order of the day," then "we must grant labor 
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belligerent rights." He went on to make clear his view con-
cerning conflict as an alternative to gross injustice: "War is 
a terrible evil; but it is sometimes the lesser of two evils. 
The degradation of a large class in society would be a greater 
evil than a war undertaken by that class to prevent such degra-
dation."78 Yet, even as an expediency of last resort, he could 
not approve the inexcusable wrongs which he saw on both sides 
of violent outbrerucs, and he pointed out that his own efforts 
had been in the interest of making peace and helping to care for 
the sick and the wounded. 79 
Although the Christian socialism of Bliss was gradualist 
and political in its methods, he saw the possibility of radical 
change brought about by a sudden and catastrophic eruption of 
the social economy. Writing in the July-August 1890 issue of 
the Dawn, irregularly published organ of the Society of Christ-
ian Socialists, he stated: 80 
But, bye-and~bye, there will come a sudden birth of 
the new life; a bad crop, a financial panic, a wide-
spread strike will precipitate the crisi·s, and the 
work that Socialists and Nationalists and Christian 
Socialists have long been doing will become mani fest. 
This view, of course, does not involve a recommendation of a 
method of reform, but it is a conception favorable to revolu-
tionary events. It is closely related to, and perhaps inspired 
by, Bellamy's recitation of "11r. Barton's sermon," referred to 
above. Lloyd took substantially the same point of view as that 
78. Gladden, AC, 114. 
79. Gladden, AC, 141. For the entire speech, 102-145. 
80. Bliss, Art(l890), 11~-113. 
of Gladden which we examined in an earlier paragraph. He would 
place social justice on a higher plane in the scale of values 
than peace and non-resistence. "There is but one evil greater 
than reform by force--the perpetuation, the permanence of in-
justice," said he • .Justifying such a view, he stated that 
"there has always been one thing that put God and man in a 
hurry--injustice.n81 Yet Lloyd showed a tremendous confidence 
in the power of love. It would perhaps be correct to say that 
82 he believed in a revolutionary love: 
The heart of man can not withstand the gentle force 
of love •.•• It will conquer not by the blows it gives, 
but by those it takes. The love it (the church of 
deed, not of doctrine) bears to the weak and lowly 
and oppressed will shake. the new tyrants of the in-
dustrial world out of their vested rights as surely 
as the gentle words of .Jesus and Socrates drove the 
lords of the political world out of their divine 
rights. 
Of all the leading men of social Christianity, George D. 
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Herron was by far the most inclined to appeal to force. He con-
sidered some form of force or power necessary to match the ex-
pansive power of concentrated wealth in order to attain economic 
justice. An appeal to motivation would not work because, in his 
view, the most ruthless social injustices were often perpetrated 
by those who are considered "good people'; and yet are unfair and 
greedy in many of their aims and actions. His social philosophy, 
as we pointed out earlier, was Socialism. While he believed that 
revolution would be the method of social reform, he was also con-
vinced that the Christian's part would be only sacrifice. His 
81. Lloyd, HSC, 112,118. 
82. Lloyd, HDL, 115. 
methodology did not call for direct action on the part of the 
social reform leaders themselves, but he proclaimed the revolu-
tionary nature of Christian social teachings. "The doctrine of 
the brotherhood of man," he said, "is the most revolutionary 
expression ever uttered, and the seed of mighty revolutions now 
on their way.n 83 He was convinced also that God is at work in 
and through revolutionary events. In Herron's words, 84 
It will not do to say that revolution is not coming, 
or pronounce it of the devil. Revolutions, even in 
their wildest forms, are the impulses of God moving 
in tides of fire through the life of man. 
Despite his revolutionary ideals it was Herron's gospel of 
sacrifice, as much as any other causal factor, that inspired 
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the Commonwealth colony in Georgia, and his influence was large-
ly responsible for the ideas of Charles M. Sheldon which were 
embodied in the latter's best seller, In His Steps. These re-
sults of his influence were a far cry from anything approaching 
revolutionary tendencies. It was because Herron believed that 
moral suasion was impotent to affect any change in society that 
he made his passionate appeal to sacrifice, which he conceived 
as especially necessary in the midst of the inevitable violence 
involved in the processes of change. 
We carne now to examine the revolutionary tendencies in the 
thinking of Walter· Rauschenbusch. If we set certain of his 
statements over against others, we can build up actual contra-
dictions. What was said in the preceding section about his own 
83. Herron, CS (Christian Society), 128. 
84. Herron, NR, 15. 
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preference for peaceful and gradual methods must, therefore, 
be understood to apply to those who would seek social salva-
tion under the leadership of Jesus. They must find some wiser 
answer to violence than violence itself. But this conception 
is not inconsistent with his other view that violent conflict 
between the kingdom of God and the kingdom of evil is to be ex-
pected and can actually be used of God in furthering his design 
for righteousness. 
Vernon P Bodein, in a recent study of Rauschenbusch, con-
eludes that the revolutionary element in hi~ thought is quite 
pronounced. 85 We must accept such a conclusion as well founded, 
if we remember that Rauschenbusch spoke in prophetic terms. 
I 
But, like the prophets, he saw revolution only as the result of 
the aggressive powers of evil, and only if those who are called 
the people of God fail to live up to their moral obligations. 
"We should estimate the powers of sin too lightly if we fore-
cast a smooth road," he said. We saw earlier that Rauschenbusch 
did not look for an apocalyptic appearance of the kingdom of 
God. And yet, insistence on developmental methods does not 
rule out the possibility and value of catastrophes, he thought. 
He looked upon War ld \l' 'ar I, which was raging when he wrote A 
Theology for the Social Gospel, as "a catastrophic stage in the 
86 
coming of the Kingdom of God." He did not believe, however, 
that such outbreaks represent the only means, or even the prin-
cipal means, of bringing in the kingdom. 
85. Bodein, RRRE, 79-81 
86. Rauschenbusch, TSG, 226. 
Rauschenbusch had previously made it clear that, in his 
view, the way of violence is not God's way, and that it is 
foreign to the teachings of Jesus. He also believed that God 
holds the initiative. Yet he would not condemn the use of arms 
by those to whom no hope is left except in arms. The force of 
higher arguments must be exhausted before turning to the force 
of armed might as a last resort. As usual, he was s pecific and 
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clear on this point: 
I do not hold that the use of force against oppres-
sion can always be condemned as wrong. Americans are 
estopped from denying the right of revolution, for 
our nation was founded by revolutionary methods .••. 
The test of brute strength is the ultima ratio when 
all higher arguments have proved vain. 
Even so, the social hope is not based on the sword. The game 
of organized violence is the game which the powers of evil can 
play best. This kind of action, which always looks like a short 
cut to the promised land, may actually be the longest way of 
all. Yet, we should not overwork the doctrine of gradualness, 
for moral suasion is usually weak. We need to stoke the fires 
instead of putting on the brakes. Specifically, then: "Let us 
. 88 
'go slow,' bu:t let us hurry up about ~ t." 
In Harry Ward we find a considerable emphasis upon the ef-
ficacy, and perhaps the necessity, of revolutionary methods. In 
his earlier years of activity he exhibited more optimism about 
the possibility of peaceful reform than he did in later life. 
In 1919, when his book, The New Social Order, was published, he 
87. Rauschenbusch, CSO, 408. 
88. Rauschenbusch, CSO, 409-410. 
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revea led unusual faith in democratic processes. He believed 
that the essence of democracy is to make the employment of 
physical force, on a large scale, unnecessary. The democratic 
state, if it is true to inself, "keeps open other channels of 
change and removes both the occ as ion, the necessity and the 
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justification for the use of physical force." Even then, however, 
he believed that the changes .. which he considered needful (that 
democracy should be applied fully to economic life) would amount 
to a revolution. This idea invol ved the possibi l ity of disso-
ciating the term "revolutionary" from any connection with vio-
lence. The new forr~ of life could be brought into being by 
evolutionary (or non-violent revolutionary) methods, rather than 
by destructive revolutions, if for1nidable obstructions were not 
89 placed in the way of democracy. 
In his later life he seemed to be convinced that such ob-
structions were being placed in the way of democratic processes 
in most of the so-called democratic countries. He recognized 
in America a tendency tov1ard the crystaJJization of economic in-
stitutions, and the stubborn persistence of laissez faire capi-
talism, and concluded that the course of development was in the 
direction of Fascism. He was disillusioned over the New Deal 
and suspicious over the growing power of government. Thus, he 
saw an i mminent struggl e between capitalism and democracy . in· 
which the situation appeared to mean "a fight to a finish. rr In 
such a conflict, either capitalism would destroy democracy (for 
a period ) or democracy would remove capitalism. The course of 
89. ·ward, NSO, '376-377. 
90 history could be altered but not stopped. 
As to the strategy of change, history is now closing the 
debate between the gradualists and those who would evoke revo-
lutionary methods. Any further steps in the direction of full 
economic democracy will mean a definite break with capitalism. 
Reactionary forces are ready to use fascist-type violence to 
destroy the parliamentary process and thus "make any further 
change impossible, except by violent revolution." The only way 
this can be prevented is by quick action, on the part of demo-
cratic forces, to gain full control of state powers for use in 
preventing reactionary violence. If the democratic forces take 
over "anioperate the major features of the national economy" as 
a planned and planning economy, then "smal l enterprise .•• ca..11 be 
brought into the new order gradually.n91 This is the method 
which Ward clearly prefers, but he wonders whether the people 
can prepare themselves quickly enough for t aking power effec-
tively to prevent the forces of reaction from beconung too well 
entrenched to be overthrown without violence. Yet he believes 
that this is possible, and that it should be done. 
Richard Niebuhr points out the sharp contrast between the 
position of social Christianity and that of the contemporary 
movement known as "Christian liberalism." Those of the social 
gospel movement, he says, "distinguished themselves froia. their 
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liberal conte1nporaries by !ceeping relatively close to evangelical 
90 . Ward, DSC, 74-76. 
91. fard, DSC, 276-277. 
notions of the sovereignty of God, or the reign of Christ and 
of the coming kingdom." But liberalism, he says, had a one-
sided view of progress "which saw the growth of the wheat but 
not the tares, the gathering of the grain but not the burning 
of the chaff." Niebuhr's conclusion . is that liberalism had 
assumed that "a God without vvrath brought men without sin into 
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a kingdom without judgment through the ministrations of a Christ 
without a cross.n92 
But whether in specific cases the appeal is to violence or 
the general strategy calls for patience, social Christianity 
has no place for ease. Herron is in spiritual company with 
Gl adden, Bliss, Ely, Rauschenbusch, and the many others who 
recognize the need of labor and sacrifice. 
f 
5. Property and Social Conflict 
We saw in chapter III that a misplaced emphasis on property, 
or an over-emphasis on it as a value, has always been one of the 
major concerns of social Christianity. The reason for this is 
that when property is pri.mary and hwnan values are relegated to 
a secondary position, it is inevitable that property will play 
a divisive role in society, and social conflict will result. 
Whenever human values are considered primary, then property can 
serve in a secondary and supporting role to create social unity. 
Social Christianity -therefore objects to the ethics of a mater-
ialistic social order dedicated to the pursuit of power through 
property ownership with little or no regard for human values. 
92. Niebuhr, KGA, 193-194. 
The most pressing problems have been those related to economic 
classes. In the early period the bitter industrial struggles, 
involving serious gaps in economic condition between classes, 
received the major emphasis because they represented the major 
problems. Such problems as child labor, slums, saloons, amuse-
ments, and crime seemed to arise from the industrial situation 
and were directly related to the proplem of economic classes. 
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The problem of race, in terms or racism or caste, was a 
separate issue and, as a part .of the pattern of social conflict, 
did not receive much attention in the literature until after 
the beginning of the nineteenth century, when the fact had be-
come clear that the race issue had not been settled by the adop-
tion of civil rights ammendments to the Americ·an Constitution. 
Thus, although the main issue is that of economic classes, we 
will deal briefly in a separate section with racial problems; 
(a) Economic Classes. In surveying the literature of 
social Christianity we usually find reference to two main classes 
designated by various terms such as the following: the "haves" 
and the "have nots," the "ins" and the "outs," the rich and the 
poor, the few and the many, the employed and the unemployed, the 
privileged and the underprivileged, and such other group desig-
nations as management and labor, captains of industry and labor 
slaves. Of course, other groupings are dealt with as, for ex-
~~ple, the white-collar class, women workers, children workers, 
immigrants etc., but these are a part of the pattern constitut-
ing the sharper class distinctions in an industrial economy. 
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In our discussion in Chapter III of the responsibility 
for the right use of property, we saw that one of the capital-
istic functions of property is that the amount of property a 
man owns tends to determine his status in society. This results 
in a social hierarchy based on degrees of wealth, and the power 
which wealth confers, by which individual.s and groups are clas-
sified, and thus creates the ethical problem of social classes. 
The amount of wealth owned in excess of what a person actually 
needs for subsistence is seldom used either to improve the owner 
or to serve the public. Instead it is ordinarily mis-used; that 
is to say, wasted; by being expended in what Thorstein Veblen 
11 . t" . 93 ca s consp1cuous consump 1on. This means simply that people 
with surplus wealth do not use the surplus which society has 
given them primarily for useful purposes. Instead of seeking 
to expand their own lives, to live more wisely, intelligently, 
and understandingly, they spend their surplus in ways that are 
designed to impress others with the fact that they havea sur-
plus. Thus they consume conspicuously. They sp.end their money, 
time, and effort quite uselessly for the pleasurable things that 
inflate the ego. This is seen to be largely true even in large 
conspicuous expenditures for public libraries, museums, and the 
like, which, according to Veblen, always reveal the invidious 
motive as the dominant one.94 While this view does not elimi-
nate the possibility of the presence of a non-invidious interest 
in such projects, it does serve to emphasize one of the principal 
93. See Veblen, TLC, Ch. IV. 
94. Veblen, TLC, 340-341. 
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factors in the obdurate persistence of economic classes and 
the class struggle. 
This condition is brilliantly illustrated in Bellamy's 
comparison of society to a "prodigious coach" filled with 
wealthy privileged riders and pulled by the poor toilers who 
are driven by hunger. 95 The analogy reveals Bellamy's view re-
garding the .significance of the gap between economic classes. 
His "nationalistic" ideas, which we have already discussed, rep-
resent his remedy. 
The class distinctions which received the primary emphasis 
of social Christianity, particularly in the early period and to 
a large extent until the present time, were those between labor 
and capital. In the last quarter of the nineteenth century the 
general public was fearful of the ominous threats arising from 
labor-management conflicts. That these fears were at least 
partially justified can be seen from the conditions described 
earlier in this study with reference to the labor uprisings of 
1877, 1886, and 1894. Vlhile the public was fearful over the 
dangers, the religious leaders in general seemed to be disturbed 
over the breach which was developing between the churches and the 
working class. On the other hand, the social gospel leaders 
were primarily concerned over the problem of social injustice. 
Gladden showed sympathy for the cause of labor from the first. 
Feeling his way cautiously in his early active years, when the 
popular mood was inclined to blame labor for the economic dis-
95. Bellamy, LB, 3. 
turbances of the day, Gladden said of the activities of labor 
unions: "It does not appear to me that they are always morally 
wrong."96 Several years later, after much experience and a 
great deal of study of the labor question, he showed a greater 
concern and· soWlded a stronger note in labor's defense. 'Ne 
have seen that in the "war" between labor and management, he 
demanded that labor be granted belligerent rights. But his 
remedy for this kind of class conflict included much more. He 
called for the introduction in industry of profit-sharing sys-
tems which would allocate to labor a fixed proportion of the 
203 
total return; he advocated a reduction in the hours of work 
without a corresponding decrease in wages; the right to organize 
and strike; the repudiation of the theory that labor is a com-
modity; the limitation of property rights, particularly in land, 
by social use; and that several other progressive modifications 
be made in the prevailing social and economic practices of his 
t . 97 ~me. 
The other leaders of the movement also tended more or less 
fervently to take sides with labor as an exploited class. About 
the time of the Pullman Strike of 1894, Henry D. Lloyd was say-
ing that "no better definition of slave could be found than one 
who must work at the convenience of another."98 A year or two 
earlier, Herron had expressed the same view in words no less 
forceful: "If a man owns by bread, or that which I must have in 
96. Gladden, V~TE, 41. 
97. Gladden, AC, 52, 132-139. 
98. Lloyd, WAC, 506. 
order to get my bread, he owns my moral being, unless I choose 
99 to revolt and starve." In this sense property ownership 
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means substantially t he ownership of human beings and to Herron 
this was an indication that slavery had not in reality been 
abolished. In other words, as Fletcher so aptly states the 
case, "neither .a man (as in chattel slavery) nor his labor (as 
in wage slavery) must be bought and sold like things."100 As 
.. 
we have seen, both Lloyd and Herron, believing that this deep-
rooted problem called for a radical solution, eventually em-
braced socialism. 
No man in this movement stres-ses social justice any more 
forcefully than does Henry George. He insists that nothing i m-
pedes progress and subverts justice more effectively than social 
conflict. War is destructive, he says, and civilization can 
advance only in so far as there can be social adjustment s to 
promote justice. War, the worst form of conflict, breaks down 
equality and justice, he says , and "anti-social barriers ••• ecre 
101 themselves passive war." By giving his definition of con-
flict, Geor ge shows how closely the problem of economic c l asses 
f fl . t 102 is related to the problem o con 1c : 
By conflict I mean not merely warfare and preparation 
for warfare, but all expenditure of mental power in 
seeking the gratification of desire at the expense of 
others, and in r es istence to such a ggression. 
George's remedy is association and justice; factors which we 
have already examined in another connection. 
99. Herron, NJ\ 1 28 . 101. George, rP , 525. 
1 00. Fletcher, CP , 19 8-199. 
102. George, PP, 507. 
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The conception that class distinctions inevitably mean in-
justice is also held by the other leading personalities. The 
view of Peabody is that this is a moral problem rather than an 
economic one, and that "the social question cannot be answered 
. 103 in terms of economic advantage." Similarly, Mathsws states 
that 11 the struggle for rights · invariably leads to conflict and, 
too often, to coercion and oppression. The spirit of Jesus is 
not one of getting justice, but of giving justice."l04 
Thus the existence and persistence of economic classes are 
phenomena contrary to the ideas of social solidarity and justice 
which are at the heart of the teachings of social Christianity. 
The true law of brotherhood requires that all must· use property 
in pursuing the interests of all. It corresponds to George's 
argument for association and justice and to Rauschenbusch's con-
ception of the kingdom of God based on the absolute value of 
human personality, the solidarity of mankind, and divine-human 
love. It is like Herron's call for unselfishness in the form 
of social sacrifice and the emphasis of Harry Ward and a number 
of others on economic democracy. It fits into the pattern of 
thought which we find in the teachings of all the social gospel 
spokesmen that the law of love is inimical to class struggle, 
and that it is the task of Christianity to show all c l asses that 
they are bound together in a co1mnunity of interests which de-
mands that class consciousness be replaced by social conscious-
ness. 
103. Peabody, ASQ, 85. 
104. Mathews , CC, 147. 
(b) Racial Problems. Problems of race received compara-
tively little attention in social Christianity in the early 
days of the movement. In the cities the issue tended t o con -
verge with the total panorama of social facts including e l e-
ments such as crime, housing , i mmi gration, amusement s , etc. 
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After the Civil War the slave que stion, . in the sense of chattel 
slavery, was considered a thing of the past, and the recogni-
tion of a Negro problem in terms of caste was only a slowly ris-
ing factor among these men whose minds were primarily concerned 
with the broader econo.cnic question. Poverty was seen as the 
new bondage which, like the old, was destroying the souls of 
men under a new system of industrial wage slavery. As already 
indicated, there has been constant emphasis on the worth of 
human personality, and this included all races. The whole idea 
of soci al solidarity could not, in the nature of the ca se, lea ve 
out any racial group. With this principle as a basis of social 
organization there could be no discrimination in matters rela-
tive to property or to any other phase ~f social life. 
This contrast between racism and social solidarity was 
recognized by Rauschenbusch who gave a s piritual expr ession to 
the view of the social unity of the whole human race which typi-
fies the spirit of the movement as a whole: "In J"esus we en-
counter the spirit ••• that smites race pride and prejudice in 
the face in the name of humanity." Such an attitude and s.pirit, 
he s aid, "refuses to accept, even from religion , any obligation 
to hold ourselves apart from our fellows."l05 
105. Rauschenbusch, CSO, 60. 
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In more recent years we find an increasing tendency to em-
phasize the question of race as a separate issue. In his book , 
Christ's Alternative to Co1mnunism, E. Stanley Jones makes use 
of fourteen pages to strip bare the pretenses upon which systems 
of race discrimination are usually constructed. His thesis is 
that a social fellowship of mutual concern must replace the 
caste system because no group with a "messianic" complex can 
106 
ever lead the way in bringing in the kingdom of God. Kirby 
Page believes that the Church should lead the way in transform-
ing the caste system into "a fellowshi p of mutual concern, mu-
tual cooperation, mutual sharing, and mutual responsibility.n 
Two things the Church must do, he says: "Declare plainly that 
the caste system. is unjust; and take steps to transform the 
107 
c·aste system into a fellowship." 
These conceptions conc·erning racial issues are fully con-
sistent with the whole .spirit of social Christianity which main-
tains that the law of service abolishes all racial barriers just 
as completely as it erases economic class lines. Any other view 
would be contrary to the whole concept of social solidarity. The 
application of this principle to racial problems is representa-
tive of what Hopkins calls a "maturing social Christianity," a 
creative wellspring· which is active today through Boards, Com-
missions, Conferences, and Forums, in efforts to blot out racial 
discrimination.108 It prescribes that race consciousness be 
replaced with social consciousness. 
106. Jones, CAC, 201-214. 
107. Page, WGTD, 122. 
108. Hopkins, SGAP, 2 80. 
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In this chapter we have emphasized the ideas, within the 
movement under consideration, that relate property to the whole 
of society. An accumulation of the evidence which was becoming 
abundant in the preceding chapter brings us still nearer to 
substantiating the hypothesis with which we began the study, 
namely: that the fundamental conception of property in J.l.ra.erican 
social Christianity is that it is to be used by man in the ser~ 
vice of mankind, and that in fulfilling this'purpose it must be 
considered an instrumental value secondary to the value of hu-
man personality. Perhaps the strongest segment of this evidence 
is found in the analysis of the views concerning the kingdom of 
God. The meaning of the kingdom of God is seen in the sharpest 
possible contrast to the social situation, based on the economic 
doctrine of self interest, which has arisen through the indus-
trial development of America. The element of Christian teaching 
is seen as an imperative for a workable plan of social ownership 
and use. We have also seen that piecemeal reform was never con-
sidered, in the main stream of social gospel thought, as an ade-
quate approach to the problem. Some differences in points of 
view regarding methodology have been evident, but there is no 
disagreement as to the importance of using ethical means in at-
tempting to reach ethical ends. Finally, we saw how intimately 
the problem of property is related to that of economic classes,. 
and also to racial issues, within the framework of social con-
flict. The task in the next chapter is to complete this body 
of evidence and to show how it also supports the argument of-
the dissertation as a whole. 
CHAPTER V 
THE SOLUTION OFFERED BY SOCIAL CHRISTIANITY 
Thus far much of the emper.iCal evidence needed to support 
the main argument of this dissertation has been presented. \re 
have seen that the solution to the problem of property is at 
the heart of the aims and objectives of social Christianity. 
' The conditions brought on by the industrial revolution as it 
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has developed in America are thought to be responsible for most 
of the new forms of social evil involving new expressions of 
crime, saloons, slums, racism, class conflict, and political 
corruption. But these are the branches of the evil tree, not 
its roots. Its tap root is the property problem reaching deep 
into the fertile soil of the new industrial situation. 
Such questions as the profit motive, corporations, and 
monopolies receive serious attention, but they are usually 
traced back to their source in the industrial revol ution and 
the resulting conflict between capital and labor, and therefore 
centered in the problem of property. Until this problem is 
solved there is no way o~ attacking the others with any assur-
ance of success. This is not to say that all the men of social 
Christianity were concerned alone, or even primari l y, with the . 
question of property. They were concerned with "the social law 
of service'" with the "kingdom of God, II with brotherhood' with 
economic democracy, and other positive phases of righteousness. 
Whatever the positive approach, the problem of property in 
modern industrial society represents the main obstruction. 
Stating it simply, it was and is considered a campaign of God 
against Mammon, and the stake is man in society. 
Many other movements, such as secular humanism, philosoph-
ical naturalism and rationalism, and deterministic socialism 
have offered solutions and explanations to this problem, but 
the solution of social Christianity carrie_s one distinguishing 
characteristic: the indispensability of the transforming power 
of love as set forth i~ the teachings of Jesus. This is true 
of all the men under consideration with the possible exception 
of Henry George, who apparently did not appeal to divine power, 
but even with his humanistic point of view he revealed a faith 
in the principles, methods, and ends of Christian ethics. And 
with his emphasis on brotherho.od and a society without class 
distinctions, it becomes clear that his admonitions correspond 
basically with the teachings of Jesus. 
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Thus, by and large, social Christianity finds its unifying 
principle not alone in man, nor yet in God, but in the insepara-
bility of God and a socially unifi ed mankind under the formula 
expressed in the phrase: "the fatherhood of God and the brother-
hood of man. n The answer, then, wi].l have both re l igious and 
humanistic presuppositions, and the problem must be solved with-
in this two-fold fr amework . In this divine-human relationship 
the purpose of property is to serve persons and to bind t hem to-
gether, not to separate them i nto classes. 
1. The Socialization of Property 
In approaching the subject of socialization it is neces-
sary to distinguish two different meanings of the term. This 
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is especially true with reference to the literature of social 
Christianity. In one sense, to socialize property means simply 
to adapt it to social needs and uses. This is socialization by 
ideal and takes pll:lce essentially in the purpose and plans of 
the human agent who exercises control of the property. When the 
word is used to convey this meaning, the form of ownership and 
the pattern of administration are relatively unimportant. In 
fact, when this is the meaning, it can be said that other 
things , such as ideas, plans, action, and even individuals, 
may be socialized. As explained earlier in chapter III, it was 
in this sense that Gladden saw the need of the "socialized 
individual."1 From this viewpoint, perhaps the most important 
need of all is to attain a ·socialized society. 
In the other sense in which the term is used, socializa-
tion means to render property socialistic through a system of 
organization and funct~ons based on collective or governmental 
ownership and democratic management. A particular application 
of this defini t ion is to the essential means of the production 
and distribution of economic goods and services. In most cases 
the particular sense in which the term is used becomes clear by 
its frame of reference or -by the objects to which it is applied. 
It should be pointed out that this latter definition does 
1. Gladden, SFF , 220. 
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not always necessarily imply the former; that is to say, when 
the means of production and distribution of goods and service-s 
are socialized, in the sense of collective or governmental 
ownership, it does not necessarily follow that these forms of 
property are also socialized in the sense that they are thereby 
adapted to genuine social needs and uses. At this point, it 
has been found necessary, in this investigation, to make a dis-
tinction. Property may conceivably be mis-used, with reference 
to social ·needs, even under a system of collective or govern-
mental ownership, and even when it is democratically managed. 
Thus, property may be adapted and used for social welfare while 
it is privately owned and managed, or it may be adapted and used 
for social detriment while it is collectively owned and demo-
cratically managed. It will become clear that this distinction 
is of p~ticular importance with reference to Christian social 
ethics. It is the distinctively Christian element that particu-
larizes this study. 
The end goal of social Christianity is not merely well-fed, 
_,. 
well-clothed, and well-housed human animals. The principal aim 
is the development of human personality with Christian qualities, 
a phenomenon which both results in and helps to create and per-
petuate community, in the Christian sense of the word. It is 
for this reason that we have chosen to investigate not only the 
"socialization of property," but also the "Christianization of 
property." There is no solution to the problem of property, in 
social C4ristianity, that can be limited to the socialization of 
2J.3 
property in the purely economic sense. The further step of 
"Christianizing" property is necessary • . This accounts for the 
additional considerations in the next section of this chapter. 
As indicated above, when an object is converted and adapted to 
social needs and uses it is in one sense socialized, but if 
the social purpose is directed toward an essentially Christian 
objective, then the object is also Christianized • 
.We find no purely "scientific" modern socialism in social 
Christianity. In the late 'eighties, when the gospel of wealth 
was being proclaimed by the industrialists and their compa-
triots, and the labor movement was revealing some slight social -
ist tinges, 2 Protestant clergymen, including the prominent so-
cial gospel leaders, were rejecting "scientific socialism" as 
an ecqnomic and social philosophy. Hopkins indicates that a 
number of Protestant ministers regarded socialism as a symptom 
of social ills and accepted the challenge of its criticisms, 
but that none of them embraced socialism prior to 1890.3 But 
there seems to be sufficient evidence to indicate that ~esse H. 
~ones, the Congregational minister who founded the Christian 
Labor Union in Boston in 1872 , out of which grew two short-
lived papers, Equity and Labor Balance, was a radical left wing 
Christian socialist. 4 It is true that ~ones received compara-
tively little recognition from his contemporaries, due largely 
no doubt to the fantastic character of his proposals, yet his 
2. See Laidler, SEM, 581-582. 
3. Hopkins, SGAP, 70. 
4. For a valuable survey of ~ones' ideas and activities 
See May, PCIA, 75-77. 
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view ; to the effect that Christ's kingdom of love to God and 
to one's neighbor embodies both individual regeneration and 
social reorganization , was reflected in the later social gospel 
approach to the social question. 5 Whether or not dOnes under-
stood and was influenced by l>liarxian teachings has no essential 
bearing on the fact that dones believed in the collective own-
ership and control of property. The fact is that his views 
about common property represented his own Christianized version 
of communism. 
About the beginning of the last decade of the nineteenth 
century a nmaber of the social gospel leaders began to give 
serious and somewhat sympathetic attention to th.e program and 
aims of socialism. As the pattern of the industrial revolution 
became clearer, and as they recognized more fully the signifi-
cance of environment and the power of organization upon social 
conditions, several of them embraced a Christianized version 
of socialism as an ideal pattern of social action and organiza-
tion. Some others found value in socialism and recognized a 
similarity between its goals and those of Christianity (e.g., 
the aim of a common brotherhood of man), but never identified 
themselves as Christian socialists. 
The leading figure among the Christian socialists was 
W. D.P .Bliss. As one of the founders of the first 11Nationalist " 
club, inspired by Bellamy's Looking Backward, Bliss went on to 
organize the Society of Christian Socialists in the spring of 
5. See dones, KH, 122. 
1889. 1~ny of his ideas on the socialization of property are 
found in the "Declaration of Principles" of this Society. 6 He 
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believed that all of social life should be based on the Father-
hood of God and the brotherhood of man~ The Society proposed 
to " show that the aim of Socialism is embraced in the aim. of 
Christianity," and to awaken church members to the fact that 
"the teachings of J"esus lead dir ectly to some s pecific for ::n or 
forms of Socialism. " The Declara tion of Principle s goes on to 
condemn the individualism of the commercial and industria l sys-
tem which brings advantages to the few instead of the many, 
precipitates industrial economic crises, creates economic mas-
ters and wag e slave~, and leads to the usual moral evils of 
mammonism, such as "recklessness, overcrowding, intemperance, 
prostitution, cri.me. n It also calls for a united Christian 
protest against s uch a system and the stepping up of demands 
for a reconstructed social order whi ch will adopt " some method 
of production and distribution that starts from organized so-
ciety as a body and seeks to benefit society equitably. " O. P . 
Gifford, Philo W. Sprague, and Mr s. ].fury A. Livermore were a-
mong the officers of the Boston Society. 7 In May, 1889 , Bliss 
commenced the publication of a monthly journal, The Dawn, to 
propagate the sociali s tic faith of the Society . Among the con-
tributors of articles to this organ were Washington Gl adden, 
George D. Herron, Edward Bellamy (an associate editor ) , Richard 
H. Newton, Albion W. Small , and several others. 
6. These nprinciples!l may be found in Bliss, (ed ) , ESR, 258. 
7. See The Dawn, I, 1(1889}, 3. 
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Bliss insisted that Christian socialism was in accord with 
Bible principles in general. He stated that ''Christian Social-
ism would revert to the Bible principle, that God is the owner 
of aLl· the earth, and men only entitled to it s use. 11 The earth 
8 
should therefore be r eclaimed " for use of all the people." He 
believed that the state should not serve as an instr ument of 
control except in the sense of a brotherhood that is self-con-
trolled. "Socialists only believe in a fraternal state, 11 he 
said. "Paternal State Socialism all Socialists unanimously op-
pose, save as paternal governments introduce me asures lea ding 
to fraternal co-operation." The state may thus be used a s the 
instrument of God, but it can never be more than the means; 
"a Co-operative Commonwealth is the end.rt 9 
It was indicated earlier that Bliss held to an evolution~ 
ary reform philosophy. With reference to those othe r basic 
principles of modern socialism which he accepted and those which 
he rejected, Bliss' position does not differ from that of the 
other Chr istian socialists considered in this chapter, and with 
t hem will be di s cussed in a later paragraph. It is clear thus 
far that, with the primary emphasis on Christian principles, he 
offered- a socialistic critique of capitalism and sought a col-
lective for m of ownership and control of land and capi t al to 
serve fraternal purposes. 
'1\vo other men, Lloyd and Herron, reached conclusions quite 
similar to those of Bliss. Both, however, became progressively 
8. Bliss, (ed.), ESR, 260. 
9. Bliss, (ed.), ESR , 1128 . 
more pessimistic with regard to the church than was ever the 
case with Bliss. Early in his active career as a preacher of 
the social gospel Herron indicated that he was a pessimist 
with regard to the church and an optimist with regard to the 
kingdom of God. 10 We have seen that Lloyd worked among lib-
eral church leaders but was never formally a churcrunan. He 
never hesitated to criticize the church as a complacent in-
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stitution, but near the end of his life he seems to have been 
disillusioned with Christianity itself. Revealing an increased 
confidence in the socially creative powers of mankind and the 
guiding forces of environment, he concluded that nchristianity 
is the religion that was, Socialism is the religion that is to 
11 be. " 
Both Herron and Lloyd believed tha t socialism is true 
democracy. Herron held that social administration of some kind 
would eventually supersede " the unhappy pro~iteer, as well as 
the archaic political state." In his thought the democratic 
el ement is quite strong. Like Bli ss, he would not a ccept a 
dictatorial state even if its measures were just and desirable 
and its administrative policies f air. His reasons are clear: 12 
l funkind is one organism, economic, political, intel-
lectual, spiritual .•.. Life can only be dealt with as 
a whole, as a divine and indivisible unity. Thus you 
can't have a democratic state without a democratized 
industry, a democratized order of education, a demo-
cratized sociality and morality .•.. You cannot have 
democracy in the state unless the total exercise of 
social power is democratized. 
10. Herron, LC, 65. 
11. Lloyd, HDL, 225. 
12. Herron, GW, 83-84. 
He wanted an increase of freedom, but believed this was im-
possible under capitalism with its wage system. To him, a 
system in which considerations of profit are primary and en's 
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wages secondary was merely an advance in the slave system, and 
therefore not at all suitable for free men. It amounte d to an 
issue of private property a~ against free men: 13 
Ve have discovered thAt no spiritual freedom can 
achieve or maintain itself without economic freedom. 
Private property in the natural resources upon which 
all men depend, and private property in that capita l 
which all men create, is nothing less than private 
property and traffic in human souls. 
Thus if men are to be free; such a system must be changed. As 
he faced such an issue he left no doubt as to where he stood: 
"The liberty of the soul can be achieved only through the pass-
ing away of the capitalistic form of society, and the coming 
in of the free and co-operative sta te.n14 ~e hav e seen that 
he thought revolutions would likely come, but that his appro a ch 
to ref or n was through sacrifice. Vvhat he wanted with respect 
to property is now beyond question. It was tha t men s hould 
cease using property to make slaves of other men, and tha t 
property assume its proper place in the service of all men. 
Only this coul d bring about the desired conditions wherein 
nthe use of the material is the fellowship of the spiritual.nl5 
We find a · strong democratic element also in Lloyd's think-
ing. It was pointed out earlier that ·while Lloyd was sympa-
thetic to the colonization movement, he was doubtful that the 
13. Herron, 'TAS, 11. 
14. Herron, WAS , 21-22. 
15. Herron, ~ffi , 74. 
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isolated colonies could have much effect in changing the total 
social structure. So, in order to unify and strengthen the 
influence of colonization, Lloyd called a national convention 
of socialists to meet in St. Louis in 1896, and the meeting 
resulted in the organization of the Brotherhood of the Co-
operative Commonwealth. Eugene V. Debs became national organ-
izer for the Brotherhood. Later, Debs led a portion of the 
American Railway Union to join with the Brotherhood in forming 
the Social Democracy of America. Soon the S.D.A. split over 
the issue of political vs. community organization and the po-
litical wing became the Social Democratic Party of America. 16 
At a "Unity Convention" in Indianapolis in 1901, a new merger 
resulted in the formation of the Socialist Party of America. 
Before he died in 1903, Lloyd had made it clear that he was a 
17 Socialist Party supporter. 
Throughout the later years of his life, Lloyd was pro-
clairaing a religion of humanity; the religion of labor; the 
church of love and mankind. The !T true democracy" which he 
found in socialism represented to him the only hope that man 
could be set free. But -under a humanitarian socialism a ll men 
could be free "by just being born into the ruling family of all 
18 
the people." This freedom would make everything the :p.1.o:perty 
of everybody, and property could then be used to strike the 
shackles of poverty and ignorance from the poor and the weak. 
16. Lloyd, HDL, II, 61. 
17. For details about the formation of the Socialist Party, 
see Laidler, S'~M , 583-600. 
18. Lloyd, IiDL, II, 268. 
The Christian Socialism which we have just examined is 
to be distinguished by its s pecifically religious aspects. It 
accepted the principles of orthodox socialism with reference 
to cooperation and the joint ownership of the means of produc-
tion and distribution, but it rejected all irr$ligious aspects 
of the orthodox program. Its principal aim was brotherhood, 
not socialism. The fact that its exponents believed in the 
ethical and spiritual value of the common ownership of .prop-
erty merely led them to socialist conclusions. It was social-
ism in its critical and constructive el ements, but it was not 
materialistic and atheistic. It was an effort to achieve 
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Christian brotherhood and to make human personality pre-eminent 
over all material things. All material things were to be used 
to contribute to this end. Thus, so far as ultimate ends were 
concerned, its solicitation for th~ socialization of property 
does not differ from that of the Christianization of property 
which is discussed in the next section of this study. This is 
exactly the point of view expressed in the hypothesis with 
which we began this investigation. 
W. D.P.Bliss, Henry D. Lloyd, and Geor ge D. Herron have 
been designated by May as the radical or left wing leaders of 
social Christianity. 19 To complete the list of the early lead-
ers who believed in the socialization of all property in the 
sense of collective or goverrunental ownership, we need only add 
the name of Edward Bellamy. He certainly believed in collec-
19. See May PCIA, Ch. V. 
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tivism. Although his "Nationalism" embraced far more rigid 
and centralized regimentation, and therefore less individual 
freedom, than is the case with the socialism of the other 
three, his conception that property is for social use is basic-
ally the same. This was shown to be the case in the two pre-
ceding chapters. 
It is true that most of the other leaders of this movement 
believed in some form (or some extent) of socialization, but 
since they did not embrace socialism, and since they · seemed 
rather more concerned v;ith objectives than they were insistent 
upon s pecific forms of organization, we have chosen to approach 
their ideas from the standpoint of the next topic on the Christ-
ianization of property. The logic of this decision should be-
' come clear as we analyze their views. 
Among the later personalities of this movement, which 'Ne 
have chosen to investigate, Harry Ward seems to be the moat 
thoroughgoing protagonist of any type of complete socializa-
tion. VJ'ard' s favorite designation of his own economic doc-
trines seems to be the term, neconomic democracy. n In the pre-
ceding chapter we indicated how Ward, in his later ye ars , be-
came less and l ess hopeful concerning the possibility of an or-
derly change , in American laissez faire capitalism, in the di-
rection of a just and equitable social order. We also pointed 
out the main characteristics of his critique of capitalism. It 
is perhaps unnecessary to place any further emphasis upon the 
fact that his criticisms of capita lism, though they are extra-
ordinarily profound and exhaustive, are the familiar ones that 
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are generally found in the literature of modern socialism. 
The solution which Ward prescribes for the property ques-
tion is of special importance to this study for at least three 
reasons. First, his work is comparatively recent and therefore 
takes a ccount of the new social and economic developments since 
li or ld ~'far I. In the second place, his writings reveal a mind 
of outstanding ability and unusual power in. the field of social 
analytics. And finally, as pointed out in our introduction, 
he has exerted a widespread influence over American think ing 
about theological and s·ocial problems. 
His fll' st important book was The New Social Order, pub-
lished in 1919. It contains his fundamental views concerning 
ideal property relations for an industrial age. These basic 
ideas are presented in his prescribed "principles of the new 
order" which are listed as equality, universal service, effi-
ciency, the supremacy of personality, and solidarity. The · five 
principles receive detailed treatment in five separate chap-
ters. From the standpoint of the main argument of this study, 
it is revealing just to mention these principles. They all fit 
into the pattern of democracy. 
Ward points out that equality is one part of the charter 
of democracy. Political democracy begins by emphasizing equal 
rights. But the axiom that equal rights involve equal obli-
gations is also a part of the charter of democracy. "Equal 
rights and equal opportunities are only the first part of the 
charter of democracy. The completion of the charter is equal 
20 
obligation and universal service." Social efficiency, involv-
ing social engineering as well as scientific management, can 
bring about a vastly greater productivity, distribution, and 
consQ~ption. This would require an application of the philo-
sophica l definition of efficiency: "the best adaptation of 
means to ends." But if we reach the desired goal of maximum 
productivity, what is the ultimate end to which _it is to be 
dir ected? We should ask, not only in what respects , but also 
for what purpose, is humanity to be efficient. hy do we need 
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more production and better distribution? vhat i s property for? 
Is the end found in property itself? From individuals and in-
stitutions alike, "the answer comes in terms of personality. " 
But personality is increasingly defined in social terms; " its 
value s are discovered and realized in fellowship. " The promi-
nent idea here is that improper consQ~ption can be just as un-
desirable as improper production: 
1.;Iankind has yet to learn how to make property the 
servant and not the master of life. The beginning of 
the lesson is the fundamental principle that things 
are to be sought not for their own sake, not for self-
gratification and power over others , but for common 
use and service. The problem of controlling the a c-
quisitive instinct is to be solved by devising those 
measures which shall express the principle: 'property 
for use and not for po·w·er.' 
Personality can be complete only in social solidarity; the 
unity of the human family in a common brotherhood. This view 
is emphasized in no uncertain terms. The idea of the "Brother-
20. Ward, NSO, 105. 
(The remaining citations on this page are grouped 
i n the subsequent note.) 
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hood of Man and the Fatherhood of God" is a unity t hat cannot 
be divided, because it connotes " two aspects of one reality, 
and 'what God hath joined together let no man put asunder.'" 
The largest expr es sion of our personality can be attaine d only 
as we break through the natural and artificial barriers of 
nationality, class and race, for uwe never know what our in-
dividuality may properly be until we hav e found our relation -
. 11 k . 21 shlps to a man J.nd. " 
· rard never changed his position with regard t o these basic 
principles. In 1929 he firmly rejected the economi c morality 
of industrial capitalism and called for a higher ethic which 
involved " the element s conserved and developed by the ethic of 
Jesus and upon which it relies for the future of man--the su-
premacy of personality, the obligation of service, the nee d of 
i . th 1. d. t f . f. 11 22 sol darJ.ty, e va J. J. y o sacr J. J.ce. To conserve t hese 
elements we need to take " the next step forward" into economic 
democracy, which means a socialized democracy. Thi s is the 
only solution to the complex problems of the industria l age. 
He goes on to say that23 
The only society tha t can succes sfully use the power 
machine is one that recognizes the equality of human 
need and the equal right of all to develop . The only 
society that can continue to live is one that gives 
all its children equal opportunity to develop . 
This is the essence of War d 's goal of economic democracy. An 
i mportant requisite in its practical application is that prop-
21. ' ard, NSO, 122 , 136, 152, 156. 
22. Hard, OEM, 311. 
23. Ward, nsc, 91. 
erty shall be socially owned, and this requirement is not 
necessarily met when property is merely owned by the govern-
ment. Under the profit economy government ownership usually 
suppor ts capitalists, but "under social ownership with social 
planning , all the returns of the common enterprise go directly 
to social purposes decreed by the people them.selves. n24 Only 
when the 11peoplen are in power can there be democracy. 
It is obviously impossible, within the due limits of this 
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study, to present ·ward's whole analysis with a thorough exami-
nation of his complete socio-econorlic program. d. Neal Hughley 
gives a rather general running account of Ward's social thought , 
which of course deals with ideas other than those directly re-
lated to property. 25 Adequate evidence has been pres ented to 
justify the conclusion that Ward, l i ke the other advocates of 
Christian socialisrn, believed in the socialization of property 
to the end that it should be a s ervant, not a master ; that it 
should be a useful instrQment, not a horrible god of power. It 
is thus becoming increasingly clear that this use-purpose con-
ception of property is the domi nant thesis throughout the lit-
erature of social Christianity, and that it is expres s ed in a s 
many ways as there are s pokesmen. 
24. Vard, DSC, 92. 
25. Hughley, PCIA, ·Ch. VI. It appears to the present writer 
that Hughley makes an unwarranted attempt to place Ward 
wholly in the Marxist camp. He tends to minimize the 
inherent differences between Marx's economic determinism 
and Ward's Christian idealism. 
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2. The Need of Christianizing Property 
In the analysis of the social aims of Bliss, Bellamy, 
Herron, Lloyd, and Ward, in the preceding section, we came to 
the inevitable conclusion that their advocacy of Christian 
socialism, as it was characterized, was based on their recog-
nition of the need of Christianizing property. We saw that to 
Christianize property meant to adapt it to socia l needs and 
uses, with a specifically social purpose directed t oward es-
sentially Christian objectives. ·when material wealth is con-
verted from the purpose of self-aggrandizement, on the part of 
the owner, to the service of all mankind as its primary raison 
d 'etre, it has undergone a new birth within the meaning of 
Christian social teachings. Service is the fundamental law of 
the kingdom of God. 's elfishness is the antithesis of that law. 
The manner by which the goal is reached is of secondary i m-
portance so long as both means and ends are governed by con-
siderations of the primary Christian ideal. Particular methods 
are stressed by different leaders because they are thought to 
be essential to the achievement of the objectives. 
Property in itself, of course, cannot actually be evil or 
good, hence it cannot be converted apart from man's attitude 
toward it. It is therefor e this relationship of property to 
persons in society that is to be Christianized. We have al-
ready seen that the literature of social Christianity i s satu-
rated with precepts for the salvation of the indivi dual in his 
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social context rather than out of it. The advocates of the 
kind of Christian socialism which we have just discussed be-
lieved that the socialization of property is necessary in or-
der to Christianize property relationships. The other leading 
spokesmen, under investigation here, saw ways short of social-
ism for reaching this goal. The fact that they did not em-
brace some form of socialism does not mean that they were dedi-
cated -to the preservation of existing institutions, or that 
-they wanted to prevent change. The very opposite is true, for 
they were concerned primarily with the search for a better so-
ciety. At the same time they saw no way to reconcile the iron-
bound economic theories which undergirded the gospel of wealth 
with the social principles of Christianity. 
At the very center of their teachings was the principle 
which is best expressed by the term: "the Fatherhood of God and 
the Brotherhood of Man." Their viewpoints cannot be explained 
or understood except in the light of this basic idea. It deter-
mines the approach they take and the course they pursue in 
their search for solutions with respect to forms of coopera-
tion, practical reform measures, problems of labor, social 
classes, classical economics, and the various other issues 
which have been considered already. It even sets the stage 
for their attitudes toward political socialism. 
It is perhaps clear already that such men as Washington 
Gladden, Henry George, RichardT. Ely, Shailer lifuthews, Francis 
G. :J?eabody, and Walter Rauschenbusch rejected political social-
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ism as such. But before we proceed further with an analysis 
of their viev-1 s on "Christianizing property:' it is perhaps in 
order to make a general statement of the principal reasons why 
socialism was rejected. To begin with, it must be remembered 
that the social gospel movement arose out of the religious at-
mosphere of the American Protestant church which, on the whole, 
has always been distinguished by a middle class constituency. 
Every sociological study seems to come up with the conclusion 
that the American Protestant church is a middle class institu-
tion. While the social gospel preachers usually did not hesi-
tate to break with the existing dominant religious thought, 
they were nevertheless concerned to win a following from among 
church leaders in order to expand the social Christian influ-
ence. To a large extent the appeals they made wer e directed to 
the clergy and to members of the Protestant congregations. To 
have embraced socialism of any sort ·would have cut them off 
from much of their. audience, psychologicall y at least. This 
conclusion has been borne out by wha t happene d in the cas e of 
some of the Christian socialists discussed earlier, particu-
larly George D. Herron. But the middle class atmosphere in 
which they worked does not provide the whole explanation. 
The leaders themselves had certain religious and pr a ctica l 
objections to political socialism. Ve have seen that they ob-
jected to revolutionary methods (which socialism doe s not nec-
essarily oppose), that they objected to the materialistic ends 
of socialism, and that they could not accept · soci alism' s a the-
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istic position. They believed al so that socialism t ended to 
overemphasize the i mportance of society (in terrns of soci a l 
masses) and to Underestimate the value of the individual. The 
emphasis which they placed on t he value of t he individua : a s 
a person in society has alrea dy been pointed out. It s hould 
be added here that they saw the evils in society as due l arge-
l y to evil in individuals (though stimulated by socia l evils) , 
and t hey were ap9rehensive lest individua l and spi r it ual va lues 
be lost in a rigid collectivism. Thus a pra ctical ob j ection 
was the danger in socialism of too much burea ucracy. Fi nally, 
t hey did not a ccept socia lism's l abor theory of value- - the vi ew 
tha t only labor ap plie d to land, or natural resour ces , cr eat es 
va lue. The views of the social gospel thinkers about t he mean-
i ng of va lue have been made clear in the earlier chapt ers of 
t his s t udy . Thus, while thos e men mentioned a bove r egarde d 
socia l i stic tende.ncies in Americ a a s a sympton of social ill-
ness and a possible s pur to the socia lizing of Chri stianity , 
and while they acc epted the chal l enge of many of t he socialis-
tic criticisms of capitalism, they differed radical ly with 
S?cia lism on many of i t s ba sic ten~ts. . Their solution , as we 
have said, was to "Christianizen human relationshi ps rather 
than to socialize material values . by a rigid system. 
:rashington Gladden saw enough good in t he existing or der 
to warrant its preservation and s piritual i mprovement. As he 
expresses it, "instea d of pulling down the existing order, a s 
the socialists propose, the thing to be done is to enlarge its 
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foundations." A social order that already recognizes the laws 
and forces of human nature needs to take all of human nature 
into account. It must call goodwill into action~ for this is 
as much a part of human nature as selfishness. In the pro-
cesses of production and distribution all the social units, 
employees, employers, concerned goverrunental representatives, 
and the public, have such a mutual interest that when one i s 
hurt all are hurt and each one profits when all profit. Good-
will can make industry function in the light of these facts. 
"This is the true remedy for the evils of which the social ists 
complain," says Gladden. "The reform needed is not the des-
26 truction but the Christianization of the present order. " To 
him, Christian considerations in the administration and. use of 
:property, whether it is owned publicly, corporately , or indiv-
idually, outweighed any argument based on · economic theory or 
customary p.ractice. Expressing a point of view typical of so-
cial gospel thought, in 1886 he insisted that Christianity be 
applied to all human relationships. The individual must bring 
his use of property to a definite test: "the question is not 
merely whether he is multiplying the abundance of things ; the 
more urgent question is whether he is improving the quality of 
citizens. n 27 
Henry George saw the principle of goodwill in the cosmos, 
"a force which is the electricity of the moral universe, n and 
' the .element of brotherhood born into humanity, nlike feet, like 
26. Gladden, AG, 98, 129. 
27. Gladden, AC, 99. 
hands, like eyelids, like the rows of the upper and lower 
28 
teeth." The goodwill of the moral universe has been boWld 
down by the shortsighted philosophy which counts on selfish-
ness as the controlling motive of human action. e need to 
see the present more clearly and read the past aright. Sel-
fishness is a potent force, but it is me chanical . Ther e is a 
greater force in human .nature; a force that .may be likened to 
a chemical force, "which melts and fuses and overwhelms; to 
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which nothing seems impossible." It may be true that nall that 
a man hath will he give for his life," a fact that is based on 
self interest, nbut in loyalty to higher impulses men will g ive 
even life." The way to solve the problem of selfishness is to 
take away the conditions that create incentives in the direc-
tion of selfishness and thus release those higher impulses~ 29 
Give labor a free field and its full earnings ; take 
for the benefit of the whol e community that fund which 
the growth of the community creates, and want and the 
fear of want would be gone •..• Men would no more worry 
about finding employment than they worry about finding 
air to breathe; they need have no more care about phys-
ical necessities than do the lilies of the field. 
Furthermore, the admiration of riches would soon decay , with 
want and the fear of want abolished, and then a man could seek 
the respec)j and approbation of his fellov;s in other ways than 
by the acquisition and display of wealth. Instead of display-
ing their possessions men would seek to exhibit their s kills, 
their fidelity, their integrity , and their service to 'the pub-
lie. Just for a blue ribbon men have been known to perform 
28. George, PP , 463. 
29. George, PP , 461-462. 
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services no money could buy. 
VVhat George meant by his "single tax" proposals, and by 
his insistence on using for the good of the communi ty that 
fund which the growth of the community creates, has already 
been explained. The question that remains is whether his 
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views on such an economic arrangement, and the ideas discussed 
above on setting man's higher impulses free, correspond to our 
explanation of the principle of Christianizing human relation-
ships. It is admitted that he stressed the importance of eco-
nomic well being, and that he emphasized the desirability of 
abundant production and efficient distribution. At the same 
time, as has just been pointed out, he believed that the ser-
vice principle would have a greater appeal than material con-
siderations to the greater and higher impulses in the individ-
ual. It was also shown earlier that his definition of progress 
involved equality, liberty, justice, and association--elements 
which must be applied in the economic realm as they are intended 
to apply in the political realm. These are the features of 
brotherhood. Moreover, he believed that the effective applica-
tion of his ideas to the social and economic life of humanity 
would be " the culmination of Christianity, 11 and would amount to 
the reign of the nprince of Peace 11 on earth. 30 And even beyond 
that, to the body of economic con~iderations in Progress and 
Poverty he adds a "Conclusiontt which deals with the ultimate 
end of man--his i mmortal life. He finds the meaning of mortal 
30. George, PP , 552. 
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life in the continuation of personality through an navenue 
and vestibule into another life. ,)l Thus all material things 
are valuable only as they serve the individual and social ends 
of human personality, the value of which is not even limi ted 
to mortal existence. Therefore, despite the fact that George 
did not base his conceptions of e conomic righteousness upon 
the teachings of Jesus directly, it is clear that his aims and 
objectives, and the principles which he espoused, were essent-
ially Christian in character. His influence on the other per-
sonal ities of social Christianity is a fact that needs no fur-
ther verification at this juncture, but this too wi tnesses to 
the ethical Christian content of his work. 
In considering Ely's conceptions, with reference to the 
need of Christianizing human relationships, the first thing 
that needs to be said is that he summed up Christianity in the 
two "great commandments" of Jesus which constitute the t wo di-
visions of the gospel: love of God and love of man. 32 Ely said 
that the highest unity of the gospel is love, but that love has 
two elements: nThe first is theology, the second is sociology--
the science of society. " He suggested that theological stu-
dents spend half their time and study on sociology, and that 
"theological seminaries should be the chief intellectual cen-
ters for sociology. 33 The real danger is not that the followers 
of Christ will overlook the theoretical truth respecting their 
31. George, PP , 555-565. 
32. Matt. 22.37-40. 
33. Ely, 8, 17. 
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duties to God, but that they will come to think that they can 
. 
serve God without devoting their lives to their fellowraen. 
Such a Christian social viewpoint aims toward the social gos-
pel objective mentioned earlier, namely: the fatherhood of God 
and the brotherhood of man. This divine-human family concept 
continued to hold the center of Ely's thinking on ethics and 
economdcs. As a mature and seasoned thinker he came up with a 
systematic social test to be applied to the right of property 
ownership. It set forth a series of conditions and a set of 
principles whi ch he said was 11 The Ethical Law of Ownership. " 
At the base is the principle of righ t use: 34 
When the service or commodity furnished is socially 
desirable, and especially when it is clearly recog -
nized as such, private property in the goods connected 
with the traffic or business is ethically permissible 
if legally allowed. 
When the service or commodity is socially injurious, 
and especially when it is clearly and generally recog-
nized as such, private property in the goods connected 
with the tr affic or business is reprehensible whet her 
legally allowed or not. 
In chapter VI of Property and Contract in their Relation 
to the Distribution of J ealth, he also discusses the two sides 
of private property, the individual and the social side. He 
lays down the proposition which he s ays constitute s " the social 
theory of property." It is the principle, which we have dis-
cussed in chauter II, tha t "private property is est ablished and 
maintained for social purposes." Between these two sides · of 
property it is the socia l purpose, not the private claim, that 
is pre-eminent: " in every case it is the social purpose v..rhich 
34 . .tJ; ly, PCDW, 246. 
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is dominant or becomes dominant and which controls the insti-
tution of private property in land." The same is true with 
respect to other forms of private property such as copyr i ghts, 
trademarks, and patents. That this social condition is gener-
ally recognized is borne out by t he fact that there are many 
restrictions and regulations placed by law upon these private 
claims. Under certain circumstances, as in wars or other 
emergencies, a privately owned copyright, or other possession, 
may be confiscated for the protection and ultimate benefit of 
society. In other words, private property rights are granted 
by society and can therefore be cancelled by society, a condi-
tion which has already been thoroughly explored in this study. 
Ely goes on to point out the heavy load of responsibility tha t 
is placed upon the property owner. He says that "much depends 
on the will of society: when that is not clear, a greater load 
is thrown on individual judgment. 11 35 This conception receives 
f f 1 h · b ti · of 1't·.3 6 orce u emp as1s y a nega ve express1on 
The misuse or the abuse of things is not a part of the 
right of property when we reduce property to its essen ce, 
but it is something v;hich may exist because no way can be 
devised to prevent it without interfering with the insti-
tution of property. 
The fact is that the individual cannot escape responsibility 
for the way he uses his private property. Social controls can-
not reach in and take over the minute details of his ovm per-
sonal responsibilities. For example, Ely shows that, legally, 
a person's property cannot be used to injure others, but the 
35. Ely, P CDYv , 165,169 ,241. 
36. 1 ly, ESR, 269-285. 
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law cannot prevent him from being to some extent wast eful in 
t he way he uses it. Yet, ethically, his property cannot be 
wasted because of the owner's responsibility to other members 
of the human family. This whole argument is designed to prove 
that ethics and economics have never been and cannot be dis-
joined. 
Ely's views regarding self i nt erest and competition, the 
concentration of wealth, monopolies, and the social law of s er-
vice, as well as his methodology for social change, were con-
sidered in the two preceding chapter s . It remai ns to be point-
ed out that even his view of political socialism was condi-
tioned by his insistence on Christi anizing human relationships 
involving property. To begin with we note that he favored pub-
lie ownership of certain utilities and industries. In Socialism 
and Social Reform he i ndicated tha t a nwnber of industr ial and 
business ent er prises might better serve the public interest if 
owned and operated by the public t hrough governmenta l agencies. 
Among these he includes such natura l monopolies as transpor t a -
tion, gas, ' electricity, communi cation facilities, and other 
enterprises whose functions are li rnited by their location or 
by other natural characteristics. 37 But these prescriptions 
are offered as social reform measures, a fact which he makes 
clear. He offers them only because he is con cerned with any 
measures tha t will benefit man in society. He want s the instru-
ments of production and distribution used in the intere s t of 
37. Ely SSR , 285-288 . 
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the public by reducing waste, improving efficiency, guar antee-
ing f a irer treatment ot labor, reducing the number and size of 
private fortunes, and making the economy serve persons instead 
of dividends. 38 Now, if he were convinced that socialism would 
do these things, he would be constra ined, because of his inter -
est in the principles of hwnan brotherhood, to accept socialism. 
But when he faces this issue he rai ses the question of the means 
which soc i alism would use to achieve the objectives: 39 
It has been held by some that Christianity has a 
peculiarly close connection with socialism, and that 
is true so far as both aim to help the weak and to 
help the fallen: but it cannot be said that their means 
are necessarily identical. If a Christian can be made 
to believe that socialism will bring the good to the 
masses of mankind which its adherents claim for it, 
then he must necessarily accept socialism. But that is 
only to say that a Christian must be an honest man. 
The very point at issue is whether or n6t socialism 
will bring what it promises. If so, then no man who 
is upright can refuse to give a dherence to it, when 
once he is convinced that such will be the case, what-
·ever may be his religious doctrines. 
From this we can see that he has misgivings about socialism. 
He goes on to r aise several obj ections to socialism which fit 
into the pattern of the general statement on that subject that 
was made earlier in the present chapter. Yet he makes the main 
point unmistakably clear. He would riot alter any laws concern-
ing property that were contributing to the public "\'lelfare; but 
he would modify any or all laws and regulations which tended, 
on the whole, to hurt individual persons or to disrupt the 
social solidarity of mankind. 40 
38. See Ely, ESR , 272-277. 
39. Ely, SSR, 42 . 
40. Ely, SSR, 299; also SLS, 98. 
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The general approach which Shailer Mathews took towar d 
political socialism was in large measure identical to that of 
Ely. In the first place Mathews recognized a simi l arity be-
t ween the aims of socialism and those of Christiani ty. Socia l-
ism and Christianity are alike, he s a id, "in that they are both 
laboring for a new and higher social order, in which .•. all 
shall live better and happier lives." The similarity to Ely 
carries furt her: . 
Indeed, if once socialism as a merely economic pro-
gr amme according to which some or all industries wer e 
to become socialized, were s een to be j ust and best , 
ther e is no reason why Christians s hould not accept 
i t .••. It may very well be t hat a thoroughly Christi an 
civilization will be--at least partially- - social i s tic. 
He goes on to qualify these conclus ions with Chris t i an presup-
positions. "It is not so clear, n h e observes, "that a soci al-
istic state would be Christian. " 41 But even socia l ism owes a 
great dea l to the work and teachings of Christianity by which 
many of the socialist objectives were originally conceived: He 
state s this view as follows: 
the s pi r it tha t lies back of this better ambition of 
socialism is the child of the Chr i s tian church--a 
prodigal, perhaps, strayed far from home and into 
strange companionships, but none t he less. a chi _ d. 
He believes that Christi an ideals must always be the foundation 
of any genuine i mprovement in social conditions. He is con-
vinced that God is 71 too gr eat for a rising democracy to de-
throne. n The highest value is to be found in individual per-
sonality, "and the individual is complete only as his life is 
joined with the lives of others. n42 
41. Mathews, COO, 174. 
42. Mathews, CCO , 169,170 . 
Iv!athews gives a social def.ini tion to both sin and right-
eousness. He declares that "as sin is selfishness, so right-
eousness is fraternity.n Consequently, regeneration must also 
be interpreted socially= "Rege~eration, if it is anything, is 
the change of a mads life from insulation to social union. He 
is a son of God, and therefore a brother of men." This indi-
vidual and soci.al regeneration is a necessary prerequisite to 
any righteous social order. He makes clear his belief that 
the social order must be governed on the basis of Christian 
ideals when he says: "Christian ideals must be incarnate in 
Christian men before social forces will be Christianized.n43 
The purpose of Christianizing social forces is explained 
in terms of the social teaching of Jesus. From this stand-
point the primary objective is more than merely the material 
well being of man. We are to be guided by the fllilQ.amental po-
sition of Jesus on this point. 44 
To clothe a man and to feed him well, to enable him to 
build up great buildings and establish large businesses; 
to enable an entire people so to develop its land and 
its mineral deposits as to b'eco:me rich, may be the· fur-
thest possible from building that person or that people 
into a more fraternal life. But to bring the construc-
tive forces of a man or a nation into subjection to lofty 
ideals; •.• so to transform and improve and enoble a man 
that instead of seeking his own selfish interests he will 
find his life by spontaneously losing it in the society 
of other lives about him; ••• to make normal social life 
depend upon goodness--that is the fundamental position 
of Jesus. 
Such is the solution which Mathews finds in the teachings of 
Jesus. A society prosperous in material things would not, for 
43. Mathews, CCO, 169,177,181. 
44. Mathews, STJ, 207-208. 
239 
240 
that reason alone, be a good society. A society will be good 
because it is composed of people whose relation to God 11 is that 
of sons, and (therefore) to each other, that of brothers." 45 
Material things can be used to contribute to the creation of a 
fraternal social order and, when it is achieved, can make pas-
sible a comprehensive physical well being. 
In chapter III of the present study it was sta ted that, 
in Peabody's conception, "the teaching of J"esus permits in no 
case the sense of absolute ownership ," because a man does not 
" TT h' lth "he owes it.n 46 I h' bl' t' mh own 1s wea ; n 1s pu 1ca 1on, 1 e 
Approach to the Social Q,uestion,' he indicated that the Christ-
ian objective is to bring the ind j_ vidual to see the purpose, 
or cause, to which he owes his wealth. ·It is a problem of ad-
justment between the (individual ) parts of society and the 
whole. As he explained: 47 
Whenever the incomp leteness of the isolated life 
becomes plain, and the problem of self-realization 
is seen in the setting of the corrunon good, there, 
out of this social consciousness issues ... the pro-
blem of self-adjustment to society, the desire to 
harmonize one's own ideal with the ideal of a better 
world. 
The approach to the social question must not be that of ego-
is.rn, by which ''the field of business is a battle-field, v.rhere 
ignorant armies are clashing in the dark ," because egoism is 




1futhews, STJ", 54. Chapter VI, which embodies most of the 
ideas presented here, was first published as Mathews, 
Art(l898-1899), 603-620. 
Peabody, J"CSQ., 213-214. 
Peabody, ASQ., 19. 
his authority, the more violent becomes the revolt of the em-
ployed." The approach must not be that of prudent ialism, or 
expediency, by v.rhich nthe two armies of production remain 
frankly hostile to each other, ... but instead of fi ghting, they 
negotiate a treaty, or maintain a truce," because this does 
not settle the issues involved, or mitigate the class con-
scious conflict. The approach to the social quest i on nust be 
that of ethical idealism, by which "the humblest forms of ser-
vice are steadied and illuminated by the vision of a world of 
love ," because this is the way that leads to justice, brother-
48 hood and peace. To this end it is the part of religion 
to "spiritualize" the social question just as the social move-
ment is called upon to "socialize" the religious l i fe. 49 The 
underlying purpose of the spiritualization of the social ques-
tion and the socialization of religion is tq bring mankind in-
to ''an organic and indivisible whole." In essence, then, the 
approach to the social question is a religious ap9roach. Thus 
it is i mperative that "the religion of the twentieth century" 
meet the challenge of the time s: 50 
It must socialize its hopes, and save people, not 
singly but together, the poor with the prosperous, 
the employed with the employer, the Oriental with 
the Occidental, the Black with the White. 
The religion of the individual will continue to be necessary, 
but the religion of individualism has been completely out-
grown. The Christianizing of human relationships, vvhich is 
48. Peabody, ASQ , 153,154,155. 
49. Peabody, ASQ, 195-196. 
50 . Peabody, As r , 197. 
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the means, is a process directed tovvard the p erson, which is 
the primary end. 
The fact is clear that the solution offered by Peabody 
grows out of his conception that human personality is fir s t 
in order in the scale of values. Material values and social 
mechanism are to serve in this direction. As he s ay s in his 
book , Jesus Christ and the Social :;~l uestion, "the end for which 
these varying forms of social mechanism are devised is in all 
ages the same. It is the production of personality, the mak-
51 ing of men." 
Perhaps Walter Rauschenbuscll should be classed among the 
Christian socialists. I t may be said that to a very l arg e ex-
tent he was a Christian socialist. He edited the "Christian-
socialist" magazine, For the Right, and his biographer, Dores 
Robinson Sharpe, refers to him a s a " convinced socialist, " and 
a gradualist socialist, but he also points out that he, .'!alter 
Rauschenbusch, never joined the Socia list Party. Our examina-
tion of his conception of the k ingdom of God, in the preceding 
chapt er, revealed that the ."ideal" of socialism was prominent 
in his thinking. Sharpe is emphatic, however, i n stating that 
Rauschenbusch did not believe in the nMarxian revolutionary 
cataclysmic a pproach," that he did not f avor the socialization 
of everything, and that he objected to the materialism, athe-
ism, and autocratic discipline of Marxianism. 52 
51. Peabody, JCSQ, 310. 
52. Sharpe, vVR , 197,199,202. 
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The chief characteristic that differentiates Rauschenbusch 
from those we have cl assified as Christian socialists was his 
clearer recognition and more vigorous support of the element:=~ 
in A.rnerican culture that were already partially or wholly so-
cialized in the sense of being owned and managed by the com-
munity. This was largely a matter of emphasis, of course, for 
Rauschenbusch was definitely convinced that the way to reach 
the ultimate goal of a Christianized social order was to build 
upon the Christian foundations that had already been laid. In-
stead of thinking in terms of a sudden and complete changeover 
to a new order, he emphasized the possibility of an i mmediate 
realizati on of part of the reform program by installments. We 
examined his belief in gradualism and pointed out his revolu-
tionary tendencies in the preceding chapter. 
'I'here is no difficulty whatever in determining just what 
Rauschenbusch stood for. He makes his position clear. He al-
ways "sharpened the tools" with which he worked; th.at is to 
say, he defined clearly the terms which he used to explain his 
ideas. ·vfe have seen how this v1as demonstrated in hi s exposi-
tion of the kingdom of God. A religion for social redemption 
required faith in the kingdom of God, and a Christianized so-
cial order would be the realization of social redemption. 
In his Christianizing the Socia l Order he devotes a brief 
chapter to an explanation of what he means by the book's title. 
The essence of his explanation is as follows: "A Christianized 
social order" is one that is brought ninto harmony with the 
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ethical convictions which we identify with Christ. '' It does 
not mean perfection, though if we demand perfection without 
expecting to get it, we shall achieve more than we have thus 
far. It does mean s quaring the "constitutional structure" of 
the socia l order with the demands of Christian morality, with-
in the limitations of human nature. And it does mean t ki ng 
steps in the direction of "collective Christian ethics. " 53 
He explains further by indicat ing that the constitutiona l 
structure of our social order is a lready se mi-Christian in 
that it has been to a large degree Christianized in such areas 
as the family, the church, education, and politics. "The 
fatherhood of God and the brotherhood of man" is a phrase that 
expre sses the faith that the same solidarity and tenderness 
whi ch we know in family life will yet become common in our 
wider social relations. The church was Christianized when it 
sloughed off its profitable superstitions, made sal vation sim-
ple and free, and when it ceased its tyranny. Education was 
Christianized when it left the ranks of aristocracy and be-
came essentially free to all, dropped cor poral punishment, en-
. . 
couraged intellectual freedom, and elevated the teaching pro-
fession to the position of a service vocation. Politics, hav-
ing been on "the thorny path of sanctification only about a 
century and a half," was Christianized when, and to t he extent 
that, "special privilege was thrust out of the constitution 
and theory of our government and it was based on the principle 
53. Rauschenbusch, CSO , 123-127. 
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of personal liberty and equal rights . " 54 In answer to the 
question: "What is next?" he takes up a discussion of the pos-
sibilities of extending the Christianizing processes to the 
various elements of our capitalist economy. 
Rauschenbusch a~mits that his analysis of these Christ-
ianized sections of ·our social order is only "approximately 
correct," but insists that the Christianizing processes are at 
work in the basic assumptions underlying their constitutional 
structtiTe. The point is that the Christianizing process means 
"humanizing in the highest sense, rT and is aimed at the i m-
provement of human personality. All institutions that are so 
Christianized, including property, will be used to serve both 
individually and collectively. If any further evidence of 
this fact is needed, Rauschenbusch provides it when he says, 
with reference to a Christian social order, th~t 55 . 
it sets high aims, steadies the vagrant i mpulses of 
the weak, trains the powers of the young, and is felt 
by all as an uplifting force which leaves them with 
the consciousness of a broader and nobler humanity as 
their years go on. 
In his chapter on "The Socializing of Property," he makes 
it clear that to "socialize" property, in the sense of adapting 
it to social needs and uses, is to Christianize it in the sense 
indicated above. He places the whole emphasis on collective 
property rights, rather than on a collective property system. 
Thus what is needed is that property t ake the form of a share 
54. Rauschenbusch, CSO, 128-155. 
55. Rauschenbusch, CSO, 127. 
in the benefits of social wealth. Steps m~st be taken to 
eliminate the power ·of one man over· many, to take the " taxing 
power" of monopoly away from an irresponsible aris t ocracy and 
put it in the hands of all the people, and to do away with the 
existing unethical inequalities of wealth by establishing an 
a pproximate human equality. 56 What he says in his chapter on 
"The 'Socializing of Property" is aimed explicitly at attaining 
these collective benefits and opportunities. As a simple il-
lustration of what he means by socializing property he refers 
to a man who makes the spring water on his farm available to 
the public at the roadside. Another man who closes his va cant 
lot to keep the boys from playing on it is presented as a case 
of "desocializing property." 
Nevertheless, when he raises the question of how to so-
cialize the various capitalistic elements of the nation's 
economy, in the sense explained above, he thinks it will be 
necessary to socialize it in the other sense, by having the 
community own outright certain types and portions of property 
which have been privately owned. Increase in the population 
and the use of mass production methods make it necessary for 
the communi ty to own many things · that were once legitimate un-
der private ownership. He explains that "fishing with a rod 
or hand-net is one thing; scooping the whitefish out of the 
great lakes by steam power is ·a very different thing." Thus 
the moral and legal theories set up for simple methods in a 
56. Rauschenbusch, CSO, 372-373. 
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sparse population need revision. Some of the property that 
should be publicly owned and managed for social purposes is 
that which is so situated that it is not available except in 
certain areas, such as coal and iron mines , forests, water-
sheds, and harbor fronts. Careless use of this type of prop-
erty by one or a few individuals could thereby make everyone 
poorer even if everyone could share in the values produced. 
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Rauschenbusch recognizes the vested interests of those 
who happen to hold the property i nvolved in these situations, 
and he sees why they naturally defend what they have purchased 
or inherited. Yet it is a question similar to that which con-
fronted the vvor ld during the. tr ansition from feudalism to the 
industrial era. When the business class found the world divi -
ded runong the church, the feudal nobles, and the city guilds, 
it "abrogated old property rights wholesale. Whenever it 
suited its needs, Capitalism ha s been the great expropriator 
par excellence. May it not be done by as it did .•. ?"57 He 
sugges~that, to pegin the process, the community could decide 
by law to take any unearned increment of value accruing after 
a given date, and thus leave all past value intact for the 
present owners. The whole rental value could be approached 
gradually by a graduated tax covering a period of t .en to t wen-
ty years. In this connection he mention's a system use d in 
several other countries by which the taxpayer is allowed to 
fix his own assessment, with the knowledge that the city has 
57. Rauschenbusch , CSO~ · 42l-425. 
a right to buy the property at .the figure he names. He i mag-
ines that "there is material for a del,icious comedy in the 
agonies of a clever taxpayer who tries to beat the devil a-
round the stwnp under these conditions." With this plan of 
taxation it would be impossible for a man to accQmulat e an 
enormous fortune. And if the existing great fortunes are to 
be undisturbed during a man's life time, they should not be 
perpetuated to his descendants after his death. He recommends 
a progressive inheritance tax to resocialize large fortunes 
by adding them to the public income for the protection and 
benefit of society.58 
Rauschenbusch does not consider it socially advantageous 
to eliminate private property in agricultural lands, but he 
approves a progressive tax on large holdings, as i n New Zea-
land, to discourage the private ownership of unreasonably 
large a gricultural estates. He considers private property 
indispensable to civilization and morality. As he says, "the 
per c apita amount of it ought not to lessen; it ought to in-
crease," i.e. assuming it benefits society by the way it is 
used. The most purely private property can have a social 
function. But to· abuse private property rights by extorting 
ex cessive prices from the people who grant those rights is to 
forfeit the claim to consideration normally given to property 
owners. The source of property rights is in the community. 
Neither religion, nor ethics, nor law, dispute this fact. To 
58. Rauschenbusch, CSO, 427. 
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59 illustrate this basic principle of ownership, he says: 
The law can dispossess me under the right of eminent 
domain if the community needs my property. In war the 
State can command anything I have, even my body. Pri-
vate property is historically an offshoot of communal 
property and exists by concession and sufferance. 
The only reason for the existence of the institution of pri-
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vate property is that it is good for society. ·when it is used 
so as to be dangerous to society, either by causing harm or by 
the withholding of its benefits from society, its grounds for 
existence have disappeared. 
With respect to public funds he applies the same principle 
that he employs in connection with other types of property: 
that of right use. A wrong use of public funds means tha t 
they are being desocialized despite the assumption that they 
_are socially owned. He urges the collection of direct taxes 
because he considers hidden taxes as a holdover from the days 
when the Goverrunent and the People were two C fu~p s of hostile 
interests. Indirect taxes are the most costly and the most 
deceptive. As a result they represent one of the main causes 
of corruption among public officials. On the other hand, di-
rect taxation tends to make both the public and the public 
servants more conscious of their s ocial responsibilities. 
The Christianizing of the types of property which call 
for public ownership is a righteous end which, if it is to be 
attained, will inflict some pain, just as it is impossible to 
straighten a crippled limb without pain. But it is desirable 
59. Rauschenbusch, CSO, 426. 
for social reasons in view of the alternat ive : 60 
.The possible cost of suffering inflicted by a Christ-
ian reorganization of property (as against) the far 
greater suffering that is now inflicted every day and 
hour by the continuance of ru1cient wr ongs , and the 
still vaster suffering that will grow out of our sins 
if we fail now to right them. For 'the wages of sin 
is death,' and humanity is so closely bound together 
that the innocent must weep and die for the sins the 
dead have done. 
This brief summarization of Rauschenbusch's conceptions 
of property, though rather lengthly in relation to the whole 
scope of this survey, does not do justice to the force of his 
words, the i mpact which his illustrative matter carries, or 
the profound intellectual insights of his mind. It can only 
serve to present the essence of his thought, and to point up 
his central idea that the purpose of property is to serve a s 
a secondary or instrumental use-value in a scale of values 
250 
which gives hQ~an personality in the social milieu the highest 
priority. 
With this chapter the main ar guraent of the dissert a tion 
is consummated. The distinctions bet·ween two prominent defini-
tions of " socialization" have been presented, and the meanings 
within the framework of social Chr·istiani ty have been empha -
sized. It has been shown that, on the whole, there is little 
fundamental difference in principle whether the leading s pokes-
men use the term. nsocialize" or express their views by using 
the word nchr isti anize . 11 In either case, or regardles s of the 
60. Rauschenbusch, CSO, 429. 
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mode of expression they use or the prescriptions they wr i te, 
t he leading conceptions point ultimat ely to t heir conviction 
tha t property is secondary, tha t human personality is primary, 
and that ethical Christian relationships are necessary i n 
socia l interaction with respeot to property, if the highe s t 
cosmic values are to be realized. There remains the t a s k of 
presenting an estimation of the thought that has been analyzed 
in the inves tigation. This will be done in the following 
chapt er by examining briefly the i nfl uence of socia l gospel 
thought on American thinking about property. 
CHAPTER VI 
THE INFLUENCE OF 
THE SOCIAL GOSPEL ON 
.AJVIERICAN THI:NKING ABOUT PROPERTY 
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It would not be correct to say that the influence of the 
social gospel was the only force responsible for the develop-
ment of the many changes in the American climate of thought 
since the Civil \Var. The social gospel must be taken along 
with other influences which at the same time have been at work 
in modit' ying it. Following the Civil War a number of factors, 
some of them growing out of the war itself, prepared the way 
for a point of view quite different from that of the post-War 
period known, and satirized by Samue l Clemens, as the Gilded 
Age. In the last two decades of the nineteenth century the 
religious thought of a growing social Christianity was at 
first only a small addition to the total strength of such doc-
trines as rationalism, humanism, political socialism and an 
atheistically inclined nreligion of humanity," which were 
struggling to match the new industrial situation, and fore-
shadowing a new era in ~~erican socio-economic philosophy. 
As an impact within this social ferment the movement of 
social Christianity had its definite limitations, particular·ly 
in the last quarter of the nineteenth century. One of the 
factors involved in this condition was the i mmaturity of the 
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movement and the fact that its leaders, while proclaiming 
their ideals, were themselves only slowly moving toward a con-
solidation of ideas and methods of organizational procedu~e. 
This situation, made clear by Hopkins in his brill i ant des-
. 1 
cription of the movement's birth and early growth, was never 
completely overcome; for, although there came to be a fairly 
distinguishable pattern of ideas, there was never a single or-
ganization completely representative of the movement as a 
whole. Another limiting factor was the general suspicion, es-
pecially among intellectual circles, that the movement wa s 
closely related or definitely identified with the political 
movement of socialism, a very unpopular political economic 
doctrine in America in the early days of the movement. The 
general tendency was to associate the term " socialism" with 
any activ1ties that might be looked upon as a revolutionary 
trend, such as labor unrest and trade unions, anarchy, and 
other similar systems clamoring for the kinds of action that 
were thought to be foreign to the tenets of American democracy. 
To quote Gabriel : "the socialist movement was already becom-
2 ing a bugaboo" in the 1870's. Such were the two main ob-
stacles standing in the way of a swift advance of Christian 
social thought in the early days of the movement. Other limit-
ing factors will be considered as we take up the various fields 
of influence. 
1. See Hopkins, SGiL , Part II. For s ummaries of thes e limiting 
conditions, see 53, 117. 
2. Gabriel, CADT , 309. 
1. Influence on Protestantism 
New movements in the field of religion are naturally slow 
to gain popularity. Even nationally prominent preachers with 
ideas that to the rank and file appear as fads or innovations 
ordinarily exert less influence than the trusted local pastors. 
One the other hand, such prominent figures, holdin_g the " big-
gest pulpits" in the land, do exert considerable influence on 
the younger ministers who look in admiration upon the "out-
standing men ," and receive a large part · of their inspir ation 
from them. Under these circumstances we can usually expect 
the pas s ing of a generation or more before new ideas begin to 
take hold among the religious grass roots, especially if the 
new thinking appears to be tinged with unorthodox elements. 
Yet orthodoxy has no place for new ideas, and therefore any 
new departure in religious thought is almost always branded 
as unorthodox. 
It was perhaps fortunate, from the standpoint of socia l 
Christianity, that Henry Geor ge's widely read volume, Progress 
and Poverty, came forth when it did. It dealt with the prob-
lems of the day that were beginning to disturb Protestant lead-
ers, it had a religious fervor and a spiritual appeal, and yet 
it did not indulge in any theological controversies. Thus, 
not only did George influence many of the men who later became 
prominent social gospel leaders, as pointed out in earlier 
chapters, but, to some extent, his writings prepared the ground 
for them to sow the seeds of social Christianity. 
The period of approximately ten years beginning with 1876 
was a time of spreading discussion of new social and economic 
ideas that had Christian presuppositions. Such ideas were by 
no means generally accepted, but the fact that they were re-
ceiving some attention in Prot estant circles undoubtedly had 
some effect on attitudes toward them when later they were more 
forcefully and systematically presented. With the exception 
of Henry George's famous work, which became available to the 
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public in 1880, there was no well formulated systematic thought 
in the literature during this period. Henry D. Lloyd, of 
course, had added fuel to the fire that Henry George had start-
ed when in 1881 his sensational revelation of the St andar d Oil 
monopoly, "The Story of the Great Monopoly,n was published in 
the Atlantic ti[onthly. The two publications, appearing a year 
apart, stimulated a great deal of thought and discussion both 
within the church and outside of it. 
Then, toward the end of the decade of the 'eighties a 
number of men seemed to be getting their bearings, in relation 
to the new problems of an industrial civilization; for new 
literature began to appear which, from the standpoint of social 
Christian ethics, offered some techniques and revealed sys-
tematic thinking . In 1885, Strong's Our Country appeared, fol-
lowed by Gladden's Appl ied Christianity in 1886, 3 Bellamy 's 
Looking Bacbvard in 1888 , and Ely's Social Aspects of Christ-
ianity and An Introduction to Political Economy in 1889 . In 
J. May calls this "one of the most i mportant documents 
in social Christianity." See his PCIA, 274. 
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addition to these, Bliss began publishing The Dawn , official 
organ of the Society of Christian Socialists, in 1889, and 
~alter Rauschenbusch, with others, 4 f ounded the little maga-
zine for the working people, For the Right. Other less promi-
nent books and artic l es were appearing during the s ame period. 
Thus the works of George and Lloyd were among the i nfluences 
of thought and discussion that stimulated the search for 
Christian solutions and resulted in the literature of the 
last years of the decade. This, of course, does not tell the 
whole story, for the ~ndustrial situation was deve l oping in 
such a manner as to verify and t her eby lend tremendous weight 
to many of the arguments presente d in this body of literature. 
The i ndustrial challep.ge will be di'scussed under the heading 
of a later section in this chapter. 
In addition to the influences alrea dy mentioned there 
were t wo other religious developments of i mpor t ance. One of 
t hese was the "New Theology" of Theo dore Thornton Munger, and 
the other was the introduction of courses in social ethics in-
to some of the theological seminari es. Munger, a Congr ega-
tional minister in New Haven, C ~nnet i cut, took the lead in 
bre~~ing with Protestant orthodoxy in such matters a s the his-
tor ical criticism of the Bible, accepting in substance the 
idea of a "religion of hu..rnanity,n and assuming that evolution 
is probably the method of physical creation. But he ins isted 
4. See Sharpe, \VR , 86. 
that the individual is free and accountable to God, "that 
every man must live a life of his own, build himself up into 
a full personality, and give an account of himself :t.o God. n 
At the same t~me he noted the importance of persons in their 
social relationships. He indicated that one of the new doc-
trines of the new theology was to be found in "the blurred 
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truth that man's life lies in his relat.1,.ons, n and that the in-
dividual life nis a derived arid shared life, •.. that in origin 
and character and destiny he cannot be regarded as standing 
in a sharp and utter individuality !r5 Munger was not chosen 
as one of the leading .men to be investigated in this study 
because, as can be seen from the above ideas, he stands on 
middle ground between the poles of clerical individualism and 
the solidarism of social Christianity. Yet his pioneering i n -
to the new theology makes it i mportant to recognize his in-
fluence on later social gospel t hought in par ticular, and sub-
sequently therefore on American Protestantism in general. 
Not only was there a new theology beginning to take hold 
in Protestantism toward the end of the nineteenth centurv · 
") 
ther e was also a newly developing int erest in the study of 
social ethics in the seminaries. Before Zly had suggested, 
in 1889 , that half of the theological student's time in the 
seminary be spent in studyi.p.g the "science of society, n Har-
vard Divinity School and Andover Seminary were offering courses 
in the field of social studies. As early as 1881 Francis G. 
5. Munger, FF , 23 • . 
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Peabody at Harvar d and Wi l liam J . Tucker at ..iindover wer :e offer-
ing ·social study courses designed to prepare young minist ers 
for a percipient discussion of social problems and to ena ble 
them t o do the kind of work requir ed in institutional chur ches 
and so c ia 1 settlements. About the middl e of the 'nineties 
Graham 'l'aylor founde d the Chicago Commons settlement in which 
students in his newly established department of nchristian 
Sociology" did research work . By 1900 some form of social 
study was required in a number of the seminaries and was avail-
6 
ab l e i n a great maj ority of them. In most cases these courses 
became popular among t he students as evide~ced where t he courses 
were elective by t he large nu:mber of students who chose them . 
Such development s as these in the seminaries not only give con-
crete evidence of the s pread of the new social doc t rines, but 
they were also making sure that social Christianity in ': .. .mer ican 
Protestantism would grow in strength in the next generation. 
With the advent of the nineteent h centm·y the soci al g os-
pel was beginning to dominate the main strear:1 of .American 
Protestantism, particularly in the northern area s where most 
of the industrial centers were locate d. New well educated · 
leaders were appearing (of which Walt er Raus chenbus ch prove d 
to be the most outstanding ) , t he l eading men had become bolder 
in their pronouncements than in the earlier days, the socialist 
focus was beginning to wane (with ·exceptions s uch as 1..Jalter 
6. For fuller accounts of these development s see May, PCIA , 
194-196 , Dombrowski, GSA, 60-73, and Abell, UI AP , 232-245. 
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Rauschenbusch), and no literature of reaction (such as 
Conwell's Acres of Di~Tionds} was attracting widespread atten-
tion in Protestant church circles. 
By 1908 the social gospel achieved its ful l est measure of 
influence with ·the organization of the Federal .Council of the 
Churches of Christ in FJnerica. As indicated in the historic al 
background in our chapter I, the movement played a leading 
part in bringing most of the major ·Protestant denominations 
together to form the Federation. 
It would require a separate research project to exrua.ine 
even a substantial part of the literature published by the 
Federal Council, and related agencies, on the subject of prop-
erty and its place and meaning in a Christian society. It is 
appropriate, however, to point out here that the pronounce-
ments issuing from the Federal Council reveal that the con cep-
tions of property conform in general to the doctrines of so-
cial Christianity, with the one exception that a s pecific ap-
proval of collectivism is always conspicuously absent; a fact 
that does not always hold true to the literature of i ndividual 
s pokesmen, such as Harry Ward and Firby Page, inde_endent of 
the Federal Council. 7 The resolutions on the Church and ~.~ad­
ern Industry, adopted by the l!'ederal Council when it was first 
organized in 1908, contained this statement of broad objec-
8 
tives: 
7. See Page, WGTD, 93-96. The collectivist views of \'lard 
were exfunined earlier in this study. 
8 .. Sanford, OHFC, 497-498. 
To us it seems that the churches must stand .•• for 
the right to the opportQ~ity for self-maintenance, a 
right ever to be wisely · and strongly safeguarded 
against encroachments of every kind. For the right 
of workers to some protect~on against the hardships 
from the swift crises of industrial change. 
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The Social Creed of the Churches, adopted by the Federal CoQ~­
cil in Chicago in 1912 and almost universally adopted by the 
major Protestant denominations, was not specific as to econo-
mic system but called for Christian principles in the acqui-
sition and use of property. Included in the standards it set 
forth is the following with reference to property: 9 
The churches must stand: ••. for a new emphasis upon 
the application of Christian principles to the acqui-
sition and use of property, and for the most equitable 
division of the product of industry that can ulti-
mately be devised. 
These statements, typical of iUnerican Protestantism in 
recent times, would have been of no concern, and certainly 
could not have been pass~d officially, in Protestantism before 
the days of Gladden, Ely, Peabody, ~via thews, Strong, and others 
whose work we have studied. All that is needed to confirm 
this is to consider the cool reception which Protestantism 
gave to Colwell's New Themes for the Protestant Clergy, pub-
lished in 1851. Thus social Christianity's most effective in-
fluence is seen in its impact upon the leading denominations 
' 
of American Protestantism. It brought about the most far-
reaching change that had occurred in Protestantism since the 
advent of Evangelicalism led by the Awakeners and revivalists. 
9. See the Reuort of the Commission in Macfarland, CUPP , 298. 
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2. Influence on the Labor ovement 
Labor and property are directly related. Labor's efforts 
are expended on property and laborers receive income in some 
form of property. e have considered the labor-mixed-with-
property concept in connection with the labor theory of value, 
the idea s involved in the "iron law of wages," and the rel ation 
of economdcs to morality. But, whatever the theory, the whole 
subject of labor is a problem of property in a direct sense 
because t he central truth that is precise and clear is t hat 
the problem cannot be divorced from persons. 
In the interest of focus and historical perspe ctive it is 
necessary to review briefly the American labor develo pments in 
relation . to the industrial advancement during the latter half 
of the nineteenth century. The swift transformation of an 
economy base d on agriculture into an economy based on f est er-
ing urban centers with mass production factories involved a 
corresponding change in the character and status of labor. 
Farmers and artisans were change d into machine tenders, em-
ployment lost its personal fact or through absentee-owned cor-
porations, unemployment developed into a pattern of depr essed 
wages with strikes and strike-breaking, wealth increased enor-
mously but became concentr ated largely in the hands of a com-
paratively few families, the labor force became greatly ex-
panded, and re al wages declined until they went below what was 
generally considered the bare subsistence level. Most of this 
whole pattern developed with a single generation . It came 
about so swiftly that the country was clearly not prepared to 
cope with the problems it created. 
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The organized response of labor first took the form of a 
secret order, the Knights of Labor, and later turned to a less 
" suspicious" form, the American Federation .of Labor. These de-
velopments together with other related events were discuss ed 
earlier. The A.F.of L., a federation of trade unions made up 
of workers skilled in various trades, was born of the necessity 
of the workers, powerless as separate individuals, to defend 
themselves against the superior economic power of management. 
The right to combine and cooperate together for · purposes 
of fellowship and mutual aid was considered a right under the 
democratic principle of individual freedom. Yet, at the time 
this philosophy of labor was being formulated, the prevailing 
popular American beliefs corresponded .generally to those of the 
gospel of wealth, especially with reference to the i mportance 
of hard work and competition. In these ideas were embodied 
answers that were considered sufficient for all labor ~uestions. 
Labor was a commodity, a matter of barter and sale, and, like 
other CO.QJia.odi ties, was governed by the laws of supply and de-
mand. As a part of natural law this process was orda ined of 
God. It meant that every man could be judged day by day by 
his fruits, that is to say, by his wealth. Poverty was a sign 
of God's disfavor and wealth an indication of God's approval 
under a system that amounted to a divine right of wealth. The 
individual vms supposed to buy his liberty at the . price of hard 
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work and responsibility. Advice which urged work?rs, during 
periods of widespread unemployment, to take any work available 
fitsinto this framework of ideas. Yet workingmen knew by ex-
perience that there were times and conditions in which there 
was no work available. All that was left them, with respect 
to individual rights, was the right to look for work and t hat 
without the prospect of finding it. The response of labor 
to this situation was an attempt to raise up leaders out of 
their own number s , a cquire power by organization, and challenge 
the autocracy of industrial power. 
The gospel of wealth, which began as a positive answer to 
the claims of labor and to argtunents against the prevailing 
system, such as those found in the VITitings of Henry George 
and Henry D. Lloyd, was soon to become a defense formula for 
the maintenance of the economic status quo, in opposition to 
the new philosophy of labor which was insisting as strongly as 
was the gos,pel of wealth on Amer i can principles of democratic 
freedom. The labor movement embodied the i mplied philosophy 
that genuine individual freedom is best expressed through and 
preserved by cooperation. 
Confronted with recurring crises during the l a st three 
decades of t he nineteenth century , the old rigid certa inties 
began to lose some of their strength. While in the main cur-
rent of American thought the degree of certainty about the 
classica l economi c doctrines had fluctuated only slightly dur-
ing year s of crisis, 1?ashington Gladden commenced to blaze new 
trails by giving a series of Sunday evening lectures on the 
-
subject of '"Working People and Their Employel"Su in hi .s Spr i ng -
field, Mas s achus etts, pulpit which were published in book form 
the following year. It is true tha t Gladden's solutions a t 
that stage were not far from the comr.aonplace precepts of the 
day, but the content of his message was not based on an appeal 
to the " iron laws. " His appeal to employers amounted to a 
recommendation that the classical lavm be ignored in favor of 
moral considerations. The same would apply to his advice that 
labor i mprove its condition by cooperative self-help. By 1886, 
just ten years after his Sunday evening lectures, he was forth-
rightly condemning as "anti-social and anti-Christi an" the 
wages system and the theory that labor is a comr1odity. 10 
In the early 'eighties wag e earners were f loc l-;:ing to the 
standard of Henry George, as laid down in his Progr ess and. 
Poverty. According to Ralph H. Gabriel, the i mplications of 
George's doctrine t~made 1879 an i m.Qortant milestone in the 
history of 1\.merican social philosophy. n 11 It ·was the United 
Labor par ty that persuaded George to become a candi date for 
mayor of New York in 1886, and he r an on a platform. conta ining 
many union demands. For this action the Union Labor party vvas 
bitterly denou...'lced by some Protestant spokesmen, and thus a 
leading spokesman of social Christianity was taking sides vdth 
l abor in opposition to Protestant clergymen. 12 
10. See Gladden, AC, 135. 
11. Gabriel, CP~T, 203. 
12. See 1!TE.y, PCIA, 15 5. 
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Ye have seen that Ely called for the application of the 
doctrine of brotherhood to the l abor .movement, and that he 
believed that the training of theologs should be designed to 
fulfil the second corn:mandt'TI.ent of love to man. In his preface 
to The Labor Movement in America, his 11 final word to wor king 
· men'' enjoins them to patience, pea ce and contentment, and re-
s pect for law and order. 13 While l abor was not always inclin-
ed to follow these precepts, it is clear that Ely, through his 
lecttU'es, books, and organizational work , helped toward a 
partial breakdown of intellectual adherence to laissez f a ire, 
as an excuse for oppressing the l aboring classes, by his 
scholarly ·formulation of the relation of economics to ethics. 
During these early years the church was faced with a 
charge , from the ranJ:cs of labor, tha t it was untrue to its own 
ideals and was contradicting its profession of brotherhoo d by 
allowing itself to become the organ of capitalism: Concerning 
this charge, Shailer Mathews s aid : " I do not believe the charge 
. 14 is wholly true, but neither is it wholly without foundation. u 
Mathews recognized the need of distinct evidence of some effort 
on the part of the Christian capitalist to bring conditions 
more thoroughly in line with Christ i an ideals because the prob-
lem represented a difficult issue and involved a moral question. 
He considered it a f air question whether the i mprovement which 
labor seemed to be gradually a chieving was not due more t o the 
efforts of the masses to obtain rights that to the voluntary 
13. Ely, U iiA , xii. 
14. Mathews, CCO, 129. 
sharing of privilege by wealthy church members. n . D. P . Bliss, 
who helped to organize the Church Associat i on for the Advance-
ment of the Interests of Labor (C A I L), formed the Union 
Reform League, was directly identified with the Kni ght s of 
Labor, and was constantly working in other ways in behalf of 
labor , exerted s pecia l efforts to convince laboring groups 
that the church wa s not unfriendly to them. He pointed out 
that C A I L had a large and influential membershi~ from among 
the clergy, that they were pleading before the employers for 
the cause of labor, that they worked for the passage of indus-
trial legislation, and that they had established machiner y to 
function. in labor disputes. When Torrence V. Powderly, Grand 
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Master Worlr..man of the Knights of Labor, charged that the clergy 
took no interest in labor, Bliss gave evidence of astonishment 
and an swered by summing up a tot a l of some 662 cler gymen who 
were expending great effort _on behalf of labor and deeply in-
terested in the l abor problem. 15 
It is undoubted that back of much of the effor ts of the 
socia l gospel leaders on behal f of l a bor was the des ire t o 
augment the prestige of the church and bring the masses i -nto 
into its membership . But, a s demonstrated in t he earlier part 
of this chapter, the indications are that they were more sue-
cessful in bringing the church nearer to an underst anding of 
the masses of laboring people thaQ in bring ing the l aborers in-
to the church, and this t oo was part of ·jjheir goal. 
15. See May, PCIA, 200; and Rauschenbusch, CSO, 9. 
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In 1912 Vfal ter ~causchenbusch stated tha t he had been ob-
serving these developments for a number of year s and no·bed that 
s peakers " on topics of social Christianity" no longer needed to 
71 sugar-coat their pills. 71 He said that ttutterances that would 
have seemed shockingly radical ten years ago are now applauded." 
He v.rent on to indicate that attempts to exchange delegates be-
tween the Ministerial A"Bsociation and the Central Labor Council 
of Minneapolis were indorsed by the Presbyterian General Assem-
bly and by the American Federation of Labor. In addition, he 
s aid , ministers of various denominations are attending labor 
union meetings more or less regularly and, not only have a 
right to the floor, but are often called on, and are winning 
marke d popularity and influence. Then too, an increasing nwn-
ber of churches were observing the Sunday before Labor Day as .Labor 
Sunday, a move indors ed by the A. F .of L. which had also advised 
its members to attend such' ser vices in a body. The fact that 
the denominations were beginning to make formal pronouncements 
defining their attitudes toward such social issues was con-
sidered by Rauschenbusch to be of no little significance. He 
indicated the extent of their meaning : 16 
Of course resolutions are often cheap bluster at an 
absent f oe . But resolutions condemning the a ctions 
of its own wealthy and powerful supporters are not 
likely to come to a vote in any convention unless the 
moral conviction behind them is mature and irresis-
tible ..•• The resolutions of recent years may settle 
nothing, but t hey indicate a great deal. 
So far as the church was concerned, the main interest and 
16. Rauschenbusch, CSO, 11-1.3. 
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organizing ability of its leaders, as is usually the case, was 
re quired in building up the church, expanding it, organiz'ing 
it, and supplying it with the mater ial basis of i mpress ive 
buildings. Demands of the church as an organization upon the 
minister's time keeps him from employing very much of his time 
in social effort. But the attempt of the chur ch to expand r e-
quires it to reach the people and for this reason, as Hopkins 
points out, the labor question was central to the new social 
17 
outlook . 
From his extensive study of American Protestantism in re-
lation to the industrial situation Henry F. May comes up with 
the conclusion tha t social Christianity failed generally to 
convert the conservatives or to attract labor support, but that 
it made its dee pest i :mpressi'on on the ideas of the progressive 
middle class which became of crucial i mportance at the turn·of 
18 the century. On the whole it was this 1niddle class progres-
sive group, as pointed out earlier , that was brought nearer to 
an understanding of the masses of laboring people, and it was 
this class that supported the leadership of the chur ch and 
ther eby made possible the officia l change of attitudes as ex-
pressed in the "Social Creed" of the Federal.C ouncil and in-
corporated into the social creeds of the various denominations. 
We may therefore conclude t hat the soci a l gospel had at least 
some indirect influence on the new popular social attitudes 
toward labor and on the progressive legislation that gradually 
17. See Hopkins, ·sGAP, 97. 
1 8 . Se e iviay, PC I A, 224. 
emerged during the early dec ades of the twentieth century. Of 
course there is no way to me asure the exact extent of such in-
fluence. Vii th respect to labor legislation, political pressure 
from the working classes, .and indeed from clerical circles, 
would be useless were it not possible to str ike a r esponsive 
chord among Congressional representatives who, oftener t han 
not, have either come from among the middle class chur ch con-
stituencies or else shared with them similar point s of view. 
Keeping in mind, then, t hat t he social gospel was not t he 
only influence at work, but that its leaders made a cons ider-
able contr ibution in the manner des cribed above, it is wel l to 
consider some of the results by enmnerating some of the ad-
vances that have been made. To begin with, the general atti-
tude of Protestantism was changed f r om tha t of opposition or 
indifference to a definite and of f icia l concern for the con-
dition of labor. This was expressed by t he setting up of 
social action co1runissions and boards in most of the large de-
nominations during the fi rst ten or fifteen years of the pre-
sent century, and by what is revea led in their official pro-
nolli!Cements. On the practical side there ha ve been: (1) A 
decided reduction in the number of hours per day and days per 
·we ek that men are r equired to work ; ( 2) the elimination of 
child labor in industrial plants; (3) a genera l increas e of 
wages in r elation to the cost of living ; (4) a decrease in 
popular opposition t o l abor unions; and (5 ) the many benefit s 
that have come from the increas e in the number and str ength of 
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l abor unions; as, for example, bet ter working conditions, less 
bossism, unemployment and workmen's compensation, retirement 
benefits, the care of dependents , and an improvement in t he 
social life and psychological at ·ti tudes among the vast majority 
of workers. Thes~ developments could be catalogued into a long 
and steadily extending list, but let it suffiqe here to mention 
just one other spe cific reform in labor legislation. In 1914 
the United States Congr ess r e-defined labor in terms that the 
social gospel s pokesmen ·had been advocating since the early 
days of the movement. Section 6 of the Clayton Act declares 
that "the labor of a human being is not a commodity or article 
of comrnerce. " l9 It is true that the courts did not i mmediately, 
in practice, t ake account of this new interpr etation when in-
junctions against labor were issued, but the new point of view 
was l ater reinforced with the Federal Ant i-Injunction( Norris-
Laguardia ) Act of 1932, which ·was held constitutional by t he 
Supreme Court in 1937. The view that l abor is not a commodity 
rece ived further support in 1935 when the National Labor Rela-
tions (\Vagner) Act was passed. This Act placed employees on 
an equal standing with employers by defining the rights of em-
ployees , and requiring employers to bargain in good faith with 
representatives of employees on wages, ho~s, and working con-
ditions. Considerations of spa ce make it impossible to review 
here the var ious legislative developments that have been to the 
advantage of labor but, from t he evidence t hat ha s thus f ar 
19. Act of October 15, 1914, c.323, Sec. 1, 38 St at . 730. 
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been presented, it is hardly conceiva ble that the advances 
discussed above, and the fairly well known developments in 
labor policy and the public attitudes of recent years, could 
have been accomplished without the changes in religious opin-
ion which we have studied. This brief survey of labor devel-
opments is not intended to imply that from the viewpoint of 
labor the historical record is unspotted. We began by point-
ing out the limitations and obstructions which the social gos-
pel faced, and obviously there have been many interruptions 
and failures, but the uphill struggle of labor to reach its 
present status would certainly have been f ar more difficult 
without the support of the arguments of Christian brotherhood 
which the social gospel spokesmen brought to bear upon inna te 
human motives in chang ing social opinion. 
3. Influence on AL1er ican Economi c Policy 
In chapter V the leaders under consideration v1ere divided 
into t wo wings, both of which appli.ed the principle of right 
use to pr operty as a secondary value, and believed that hu:m.an 
relationships with l"espe ct to propert y should be "Chl .. isti&.nized" 
in accordance with the social ideals embraced within the mean-
ing of the term as they understood and used it. We character-
ized one group as Christian socialists, including Bellamy , 
Lloy d, Bliss, Herron , and Vlard, who believed that the ideals 
of the movement could not be realized to the fullest ·extent ex-
cept by t he collective ownership and democratic management of 
the natural resources and t he means of product i on and di s t r ibu-
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tion of goods and services, while assu..'Iling the application of 
Christian principles to both means and ends. The more oderate 
social gospel group included Gladden, George, Strong , Ely 
P eabody, ~ .'Iathews, and to some extent ?.auschenbusch. In the 
case of _auschenbusch we found a st r ong emphasis upon col l ec-
tive property rights based on family type Christian ethics 
t hat did not re quire that a socialistic form. of ownership be 
applied to al l classes of prOJ:)erty. 
The conclusions we reached with reference to property and 
the l abor question would apply generally to the whole economic 
situation in America. The reason fo r this is that pra ct ically 
all other econoLuc problems of society have t heir parallels in 
the problems of labor and capital . It is ther efore unne cessary 
to review again the conflicting opinions betweeri the gospel of 
wealth and the Protestant social gospel . It is sufficient to 
point out the indica tions which show tha t in the course of de-
velopment of A.rnerican economic policy the opinions and pre -
scr i ptions of the moderate 71 Christianizing" s ocial gos_el ha ve 
tended to be more in evidence than those of t he Christi an 
sociali s ts. There is no e vidence in recent economi c trends to 
indicate that the total solutions of any group or a ny lea der 
of soci al Christianity have been applied or are likely to be 
attempted to any great extent. Yet we have seen how the move-
ment has contributed to the creation of a s ocial consciousness 
out of a climate of thought dominated by an exaggerated individ-
ualism. 
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It has just been indicated that the trends of American 
. 
economic policy have tended more nearly to reflect t he methodo-
logical concepti ons of the moderate social gospel spokesmen 
th~n those of the Christian socialists. To confirm this con-
tention we first merely refer to the condi tions described in 
the first part of the present chapter in explaining how the in-
fluence of the former carried more weight than that of t he lat-
ter group . We turn ne~t to the explanations and evaluat ions of 
change in the social climate that have been given by t wo t wen-. 
tieth century spokesmen of both groups; 'Tal ter _-,_auschenbusch 
and Harry Ward ~ 
By 1912 nauschenbusch had witnessed the maturat ion of 
social Christianit y to the extent that it had been embraced by 
most of the large Protestant denaminations, including the Con-
gregationalist, Hethodist, Baptist (Horthern Bapti s t Convention ), 
Episcopali an and Pre s byterian groups. He found the historical 
basis of change in the social c limate primarily in the Church . 
He traced the stages of development from the begi~ning of t he 
twelfth century, when " a series of remarkable religious .11.ove-
ments ran through the countries of ~estern Europe, differing 
widel y, ..• but with a strange unanimity of s pirit. " (l ) The 
Franciscan mo vement was a protest against socia l ine quity, al -
though it was later perverted by the Church. ( 2) A similar 
spirit animated the Waldensian movement in which men renounced 
rent and profit and shared the life of the people . (3) The 
concern of these and other similar movements (-Lollards, Tabor-
274 
ites, .Anabaptists, etc.) for the reform of the Church was well 
founded because the Church was the strategic key to the emanci-
pation of the pe ople. (4) The. Reformation was pri marily con-
cerned with justification, but by dethroning the hierarchy and 
giving laymen an e qual spiritual standing with the priest and 
a share in managing the Church, "the Reformation began the pro-
cess of democratizing religion, " and no.emocratic Christianity 
inevitably means social Christianity." (5) The modern s pirit 
was in its adolescence in the eighteenth century when science 
emerged alon.g with a new s pirit of democracy. (6) In recent 
years the idea of the Kingdom of God has forged to the front 
along with other related departures such as; the new historical 
study of the Bible in a fre e atrnos phere, the spread of evolu-
tionary ideas which gives man "a bold conception of the upward 
climb of the race," the perspective of racial unity growing out 
of the missionary movement, the enthusiasm for democracy which 
has dethroned all !! little kings" and allowed the proclamation 
of the .kingship of God, and finally, . the new social enthusiasm 
which has helped to introduce the Church to its own earliest 
gospel by combining the r eligious and social hopes of the co.m-
20 
· mon people." Rauschenbusch was thus convinced that, in an-
swering the call of God to stand for social justice, he had 
history on his side. In considering the changes that had taken 
place during the preceding twenty years he observed that grea t 
strides had been made in popular and religi ous thought . e said 
20. Rauschenbusch, CSO, 83-92. 
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that Tl of all the ideas which we were then (in 1892) t rying to 
work out, t here is not one that has not become a recognized and 
d . . ,21' COITL~an lng lSSUe. ' The " ideastT to which he referred ·were 
those of the Brotherhood of the Kingdom, an organizat i on, form-
ed by a group of Baptist ministers in 1892, whose title expres -
ses the basi c ideals of the social Christianity of which 1;.[al t er 
~1auschenbus ch was a witness. Most of the recognized and com-
manding issues to which he referred are thos e which we have 
. . . . t• 22 studled in thls l nvestlga lon. 
As he looked to the future ~~aus chenbus ch saw reasons for 
a l arger hope , but he als o s aw reasons for taking s er i ous warn-
ing, Industrial expansion memt the large s cale application of 
the principle of hwuan association, men work i ng together , as 
a social r equirement of coopera tion bas ed on interdependence. 
For t his r eason he saw no moral obj ection to t he massing of in-
dustrial units. On the other hand, h e saw great danger in the 
tendency of industrial forces to gravita te int o the contr olling 
hands of a relatively small group of owners. Thi s, he feared., 
would inevitably lead to i njust ice, to inequality, and to the 
frustration of the Christian concept ion of fellowship . 23 The s e 
were among the dangers t hat called f or the Christianizing of 
property. If 3aus chenbusch had been l iving in 1940, it is not 
inconceivable tha t he would h ave come to conclusions similar t o 
t hose reached by Ward and portrayed in his book of that year, 
Democracy and Socia l Change. 
21. Rauschenbusch, CSO, 94. 
22. Hopkins, SGAP , 131-124, enQmerates the ideals and issues. 
23 . ~auschenbus ch, CSO , 162-163. 
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In 1940 Ward showed considerable disappointment over what 
he considered was the interruption of the ongoing forces of 
social progress in the direction of economic democracy. The 
depression of the 'thirties had signalled the collapse of capi-
talism as an efficient system, but the New Deal was attempting 
to bolster it up by "priming the economic pump," and by other 
artificial measures such as undergirding profits by creating 
scarcity in the midst of acute poverty. The role of the New 
Deal, he thought, was to determine whether capitalism could be 
made to work by state aid after it had broken down as private 
enterprise. Unnecessary unemployment showed that capitalism 
could not satisfy the needs of the people, and the approaching 
but unwanted war proved that capitalism could not keep the peo-
ple from disaster. The rising fear of and opposition to com-
munism were being used as excuses to push the nation toward 
fascism. He recognized the social value of .liberal public at-
titudes as well as the economic value of such measures as -the 
Norris-Laguardia Act, the Wagner Act, the Social Security Act, 
and bills for higher income taxes, but these he considered as 
grossly inadequate. They were measures promoted by a govern-
ment that had surrendered to the law of the profit-seeking mar-
ket in order to take "the increasingly popular slogans 'Share 
the Wealth' and 'Social Justice' away from the still cruder de-
. •24 
fenders of the profit system .•• " Limitation and destruction 
of cotton crops, cereals, and livestock, when the actual needs 
24. Ward, DSC, 10-13. 
of the people called for their increase "was a social crime 
but a capitalist necessity."25 
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Capitalism and democracy emerged t.ogether, Ward continues, 
but now there comes a showdown between the two. Both could 
no~ continue to exist together as they had from the beginning, 
because the geographical frontier is closed, and industry is 
able to produce more, by exploiting and squandering our natural 
resources, than can be consumed under the capitalist profit-
seeking market system. Thus democracy in its capitalistic form 
is not merely imperfect, it is self-destructive. The issue is 
not just a fight between the American capitalist-democratic 
nation and some foreign dictatorship; it is a struggle between 
capitalism and democracy, "between the antidemocratic elements 
that make tor social loss and the democratic elements that 
make for social progress." The possessing classes will not be 
content with using their economic power directly; they will 
also try to use the power of the state to prevent their power 
from being democratically taken away from them. Ward concludes 
that26 
The real battle has not yet been joined. So far the 
temple of Mammon has not been cleaned out. Only its 
~tep has been brushed, and that not thoroughly •••• 
If we measure the propaganda and legislative campaigns 
against social change in this country since the World 
War, we will understand what may be expected when the 
people really accomplish a vital part of the change 
that is needed. 
This ."change that is needed" will mean taking the power out of 
25. Ward, DSC, 15. 
26. Ward, DSO, Ch. V, 106. 
the hands of the possessing classes and putting it into the 
hands of the people, thus bringing about economic democracy 
with social and economic planning which substitutes measure-
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ment for guesswork and cooperation for conflict. In the final 
analysis this meant a "socialized democracy." Ward's concep-
tions with respect to the nature of such a democracy were con-
sidered in chapter V of this study. 27 
We thus have two twen~ieth century spokesmen evaluating 
developments at -different stages and therefore in the light of 
different economic circumstances. In 1912 Rauschenbusch ob-
served encouraging signs of social progress, recognized short-
comings, saw unfinished tasks, and warned of potential and 
ominous dangers. In 1940 Ward saw the real battle yet to be 
joined, with the enemies of social change strongly intrenched 
and powerfully fortified. · As indicated earlier, these two men, 
broadly representative of the two wings of social Christianity 
which we have differentiated, were aiming ultimate l y at the 
same social goals. 
Except in times of war, there has .been no general scarcity 
of labor since 1870. It can be only a matter of speculation 
as to what adjustments and modifications would have been offer-
ed for the gospel of wealth by its advocates if, during the 
period when it was most vigorously being proclaimed, America 
had experienced some plague such as the Black Death which swept 
27~ For further details of his economic prescriptions 
see Ward, DSC, Ch. VI. For religious factors see Ch. XIII. 
over England in the fourteenth century and prompted the ex-
pansion of mercantilism to the whole economy. 
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Not only has there been no lack of available labor forces, 
but there has been no scarcity of natural resources. If to 
these factors we add the expansion of education and the tech-
nological improvements in both production and distribution, 
there woul d seem to have been little if anything, other than 
the acquisitive and power-seeking inclinations of men in posi-
tions to exploit their advantage over others, to prevent the 
emergence of economic conditions under which poverty would 
have been banished. The gospel of wealth admonished the poor 
to patience and hard work, holding out to them the hope that 
they too could ther~by climb the ladder to wealth and indepen-
dence, while the advocates of social Christianity looked upon 
such a process as a gamble in which not everybody could win. 
We have indicated that the impact of cyclical economic 
crises helped to bring the religious response which was social 
Christianity. But these economic disturbances have also pro-
vided a continuing impetus for intellectuals (many of whom 
have been conditioned in their thinking by influences emanat-
ing from religious sources) and others to examine more and 
more closely, . and often more sympathetically, the Christian 
social arguments that the recurrence of strikes and depressions, 
bankruptcies and widespread poverty and human suffering, are 
rieither a part of a divinely ordained plan nor even a logical 
result of a properly understood natural law. Thus, while 
social Chr istianity, on the whol e , emphasized relig ious more 
strongl y than moralistic attitudes, it is neverthe l ess cl ea r 
tha t the movement has exerted cons i derab l e moral -i nfluence i n 
t h e cour se of t he development of Am.erican ec·onomic thought. 
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This chapter represents an att empt to demonstrate t he f a ct 
t hat social Christ i anity, wi th var ious limitations, has exerted 
a rat her f ar-reaching influence i n 1Uilerica in the cr e ation of 
a social climate favorabl e to the development of eth ical s ocial 
·attitudes in Protestantism, i mpr·ovements in l abor re l ations, 
and pr ogressive economic legisl at ive policies that revea l a 
strong public demand for social just i ce. We have also referr ed 
to various other forces that have been at work side by side and 
in connection with t he American phas e of the Industri a l Re vol u-
tion . 
Fr om these curs ory historical glimp ses we conclude tha t 
t he proposa ls of social Chr istianity have been only partia lly 
realized in America, that property has not been completely sub-
ordinated to a sec ondary role of service in the creation and 
enh,ancement of human personality and in the promotion of social 
solidarity. Yet, in the broadest perspective, social Chr ist-
ianity has played a part in developing and encouraging progr es-
sive thinking in socio-economic thought, even though the econo-
mic system is still largely dominated by considera tions based 
on profit seek ing. The next and fina l chapter v;ill constitute 
a brief su~~ary of the evidence of the whole study together 




In a survey as extensive as this, one frequently runs into 
the problem of deciding what details to omit in view of the 
vastness of the material available . In attempting to analyze 
the views of a dozen leading men invol ved in a new departure 
of religious , social, and economic thought, it is next to im-
possible to give an adequate appraisal of all the fine distinc-
tions of their points of view, developing as they do when men 
study and work and grow, in connection with a reform movement 
that takes root rather quickly and grows most vigorously . To 
summarize a single s tudy involving such proportions is some-
what like making a summarization of a summary. Yet, in order 
to draw any valid conclusions from this investigation and pre-
sent them in a clear l ight, it is necessary to outline the 
main features of social Christianity, point out its major em-
phases, indicate the difficult i es of its task, and show what 
approach the leading personalities took i n their efforts to 
achieve a degree of success in reaching their objectives . 
The conceptions of property in American social Christianity, 
as surveyed i n this study, must be seen in the light of a re-
discovery of the meaning and s ignificance of the social teach-
ings of Jesus. The social gospel is the gospel of the New 
Testament; the gospel of Jesus , with an admittedly social em-
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· phasis upon his teachings. The exponents of the social gospel 
considered this social emphasis to be the same approach which 
Jesus made in his example and precepts, and that it wa~ simi-
lar to the emphasis of the Old Testament prophets of social 
r ighteousness. Jesus was regarded as a revealer of religion, 
rather than a reformer, but as a revea~er of religion he was 
of necessity a teacher of ethics . The Sermon on the Mount was 
regarded ·as a discourse on ethics and the Beatitudes as moral 
precepts which , if followed, would lead men by a vision of 
. 1 faith into the kingdom of God. 
The term "social gospel" was made popular by its use as 
the title of the periodical published in the Christian Common-
wealth Colony established in Georgia in 1896. It was later 
used as the title of one of the prominent books in this field , 
written by Shailer Mathews.· For a number of years after it 
came into general use, the term was h~ld in derision among the 
more conservative Protestant groups where the social gospel 
was regarded as too general in its approach, tending to relieve 
the individual of his personal responsibility for a right rela-
tionship with God , and offering a universal salvation through 
the salvation of society . 
The social gospel was characterized by Rauschenbusch as 
2 being in essence the kingdom of _ God. The kingdom of God in-
cluded a right relationship with God for the individual in obe-
dience to the command to "love the Lord t hy God," and a right 
1. See Peabody, ASQ, 186-187 . 
2. Rauschenbusch, CSO, 90. 
social relationship with his fellow men in obedience to the 
second commandment to "love thy neighbor as thyself." To 
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leave out either part was thought to destroy the entire gospel 
by preaching a half gospel. In fact , Richard T. Ely, in his 
insistence upon ethics in economics, made economics an appli-
cation of the second great commandment. 
To a large extent , the problem of property was the chal-
lenge that called forth the social gospel. The movement began 
effectively in _the same period in which the American gospel of 
wealth was being proclaimed most vehemently. Protestantism in 
general had helped to promote the gospel of wealth by giving 
it religious sanctions. This support sprang from early puri -
tanism and had its roots in the Calvinistic teaching of faith-
fulness to one's earthly calling. Cot ton Mather, Benjamin 
Franklin , and l~rk Hopkins, in the early days of American his-
tory, had emphasized the sacredness of private property and 
the duty of the individual to work hard ·and save frugally in 
order to fulfil his mission .on earth . The favorite hymn of 
this religious counterpart of t he gospel of wealth was "Work, 
for the Ni~ht is Coming.n3 From these early beginnings there 
-
sprang an exaggerated individualism which , in connection with 
the expansion of industry, was the major challenge of a develop-
ing social gospel movement during the last three decades of the 
nineteenth century. Such, in brief, was the American situation 
that helped .to stimulate the rise of the social gospel. 
3. See Gabriel, 148. 
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The major emphases of the social gospel grew as a response 
to the situation which its leaders faced. At firs t their mes-
sage was like a voice in the wi lderness, so forceful and con-
vincing was the propaganda of the gospel of wealth. A little 
more than a decade before the end of the nineteenth century the 
industrial situation and the attitudes in the churches were 
such as to prompt Rauschenbusch later to say that "we young 
men were groping in the dark . "4 The social gospel pioneers saw 
in the industrial setup a picture entirely different from that 
portrayed by the gospel of wealth. The panorama of their view 
took in the men who were exploited, hurt, and even killed in 
the process of making millionaires. They failed to see any 
"acres of diamonds" for the masses of human beings, except the 
diamonds in the rough; i . e . the men women and children in the 
rough sweatshops of industrial factor ies . These socially 
minded preachers were realistic at this point at least, even 
if they were naively idealistic, as Hopkins suggests, at the 
point in which they called _for the law of love to society. 5 
Their concern for human personality extended to the men, women 
and children who were overworked, underpaid, and underfed; with 
unattended sickness and premature death the lot of many members 
of their families . They considered i t no more unreasonable to 
demand the release of industrial slaves than it had been a few 
decades earlier to demand the emancipation of those who had 
4. Rauschenbusch, CSO, 92 . 
5. Hopkins, SGAP, 325. 
been held in chattel slavery. The individualistic element in 
their social philosophy applied to all individuals, and their 
feeling for the · teeming masses in the industrial centers grew 
into a small scale crusade to free each individual industrial 
slave . Their preaching amounted to a proclamation for the re-
lease of the captives. 
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The logic of their arguments corresponded to the logic of 
events , and the evidence that it was convincing is seen in the 
swiftness with which their ideas spread and took root. Within 
a single generation, f rom the time when Washington Gladden , 
Henry George, and Henry D. Lloyd began to expose the fallacies 
of the gospel of wealth, the issues raised by social .Christian-
ity had become a center around which most of American Protest-
antism could unite, to the extent of federation, when the issues 
of creeds and doctrines had proved futile as a basis for unity. 
All that has been said is not to argue that all opposition 
had been silenced. Traditional religious complac ency and satis-
faction with the status guo had been seriously disturbed by the 
economic crises and by the force of the new Christian social 
arguments, but the old ideas of laissez faire and an individ-
ualistic religion by no means completely lost their hold. As 
we have seen, and as is well known today, these old ideas are 
still being disseminated with the argument that they are based 
on long tradition. But their popularity has been sharply re-
duced by new ideas in theology , new insights in sociology and 
economics, and the impact of disturbing social crises. 
Precisely stated, the findings of this dissertation are 
as follows: 
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1. The problem of property is central. Property is at the 
heart of the concern of social Christianity; -it is the nbone of 
contentionn that, improperly conceived and wrongly used, keeps 
men from being brothers in the sense of Christian social solid-
arity. 
2. Property should be secondary. Property is considered 
incidental or secondary, but important, to the salvc;Ltion of man 
in society. Under an economic philosophy of self interest it is 
important because it is such a formidable obstacle. Under the 
proposed economic philosophy based on Christian social ethics it 
is important because it can be instrumentally useful in supply-
ing man's physical needs, thus setting him free to create com-
munity and build personality. If the sociological approach of 
social Christianity is inadequate, or too idealistic, it is be-
cause the leaders saw no other way than to make property second-
ary. So long as 1 t was of primary consideration, it vias a false 
god whose only guarantee was the ultimate deteriation of the 
spiritual life of the individual and the decay of society. 
3. Property should not be used as a power weapon. No man 
is considered good enough to hold the lives of his fellowmen · in 
his hand. Human hands should not be stained with income for 
i-Jhich no equivalent is g iven in service. The true purpose of' 
property is not economic power. 
4. The nucleus of the problem is in the question of right 
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use. \fhile a good system is not considered unimportant, the 
primary consideration is the right use of property. On the 
whole, the entire body of literature consulted in this investi-
gation sets forth the proposition, directly or by implication, 
that unless and until property is dethroned and made a servant 
of mankind, and the God, whom Christ revealed as identifying 
himself with mankind, is enthroned in its place, there is no 
genuine salvation for persons in society. 
5. The test of property rights is whether property contri-
butes to the improvement of human personality . The right use of 
property would unshackle mankind under any system, and would 
make human personality, as an intrinsic value, assume the place 
of first priority over all instrumental values. 
6. The salvation of the individual is considered possible 
only in his social context. Pure individual self interest is 
the way to lose one's life and also the life of society . Los -
ing one's life with reference to social and economic matters is 
the indirect way of salvation for the individual and the direct 
way of salvation for society. 
7. Political socialism is not accepted. On the who le, 
social Christianity had no program of social reform. It exam-
ined soci~lism and judged it in the light of the teachings of 
Jesus on the worth of the person. Socialism was acceptable if, 
and in so far as, it made property the servant and not the mas-
ter of mankind. Bread, for example, is to eat, not to be wor-
shipped; it is to nourish and sustain life. 
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8 • . The movement contains no simple doctrine of progress. 
No automatic trend of progress, no matter how hopeful the out-
look, could be expected to break the hold of vested interests. 
A meaningful progress could come only through sacr i ficial 
struggle against the intrenched forces of privilege and the 
established customs of society. The problem of property is em ...: 
bedded in these established customs. Thus the customs must be 
changed even though the transition is to be gradual and cover 
a number of years. 
9. The fact of idealism i n thought is not denied. Most of 
the men studied believed that high and seemingly unattainable 
ideals were .of the utmost importance. Some of them justified 
idealism with strong historical arguments. For example, ¥alter 
Rauschenbusch demonstrated that the idealistic castles built in 
one age have been the ones in which later generations take up 
their residence. 5 In other words, ideals have a way of getting 
over into the realm of reality. It can hardly be held to the 
discredit of these men that they took a broad historical view 
rather than a narrow pragmatic one. 
10. The movement contained a prophetic sense of urgency. 
A note of crisis carries throughout the literature. A classic 
statement by Walter Rauschenbusch illustrates this point, and 
is an appropriate passage with which to conclude the present 
study. In the 1890's, when he was still preaching in Hell's 
Kitchen in New York City, it was in the little periodical pub-
5. See Rauschenbusch, CSO, 132-133. 
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6 lished monthly called For the Right, that Rauschenbusch stated: 
Most people look only to the renewal of the individ-
ual. Most social reformers look only to the renewal 
of society. We believe that two factors make up the 
man, the inward and the outward, and so we work for the 
renewal and Christianization of the individual and of 
society. ---
Most Christians demand the private life for God and 
leave business to the dev:·il. Most social reformers de-
mand justice for business life, in order that pr ivate 
life may be given to pleasure. We plead for self-sacri -
fice in private life, in order to achieve justice in 
business life; and for justice in business life that 
purity in private life may become possible. 
Most Christians say: Wait until all men are converted, 
then a perfect social order will be possible. Most so-
cia l reformers say: Wait till we have a perfect social 
order, then all men will be good. We say: Go at both 
simultaneously; neither is possible without the other. 
They all say: Wait! We say: Repent, for the kingdom 
of God is at hand . 
6. Sharpe, WR, 82-83. 
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The purpose of this dissertation is to present in 
organized form and show the significance of the basic ideas 
regarding property as conceived by the leading men of that 
movement in America. which has come to be known as "social 
Christianity." The problem requires a careful selection of 
the prominent men on the basis of their contributions to the 
movement itself, to Protestantism in America, and to the 
development of the nation's social thought. 
Social Christianity is a movement in American Protestant-
ism which began to take form during the late 1870's and which 
reached the zenith of its influence during the period of ap-
proximately ten years preceding the First World War. The 
climactic stage of its development came during the first 
decade of the present century when it began to receive official 
recognition by the major Protestant denominations of America. 
Its major religious achievement was the impetus it gave to the 
formation of the Federal Council of the Churches of Christ in 
America in 1908. Since that time its social principles have 
been promoted both from within the framework of the activities 
of the Federal Council and by a number of spokesmen within the 
tradition of social Christianity who are representative of 
some of the more radical ideas which were prominent in the 
earlier days of the movement. 
This movement historically has emphasized the social im-
plications of the Christian gospel and attempted to apply a 
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practical social doctrine, as distinguished from a speculative 
theological doctrine, to the social and economic problems of 
society. As a movement it had its beginnings about the time 
when the machinery of the Industrial Revolution was undergoing 
tremendous expansion, following the Civil War, and when the 
American "gospel of wealth," proclaimed by Andrew Carnegie and 
others, began a steady climb to the peak of its popularity 
which was reached during the last decade of the nineteenth 
century. Its doctrine of social ethics is often called the 
"social gospel,'' and its extreme form is referred to as 
"Christian socialism," although both terms are sometimes used 
as if they were synonomous with "social Christianity." 
By 1900 this movement had already reached a stage of 
maturity in which its social claims were generally acceptable 
in the main stre·am of American Protestantism. By the time of 
the First World War, social Christianity had developed into a 
forceful movement within American Protestantism, and dared to 
call seriously for social changes in the nation's economy and 
policies by which the secularism of capitalism would be sup-
planted by social conditions based on Christian ethical con-
siderations. 
The subject matter of this study is of particular inter-
est and importance at this time because of the growing ten-
sions throughout the world today. The various conflicting 
theories and the ideological incompatibilities leading toward 
disintegration among nations have to do largely with the role 
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which property must play in the world society of today and in 
the future. 
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The method of approach in this study has been to consider 
the prominent ideas of the most representative personalities 
of social Christianity from the standpoint of the principal 
issues involved in the subject of property. The issues and 
sub-issues are used as chapter headings and sub-topics. The 
choice of significant primary source material was governed 
largely by the selection of the leading men of the movement. 
This selection was not arbitrary but was made inductively from 
a survey of the literature of the outstanding personalities, 
and also from insights gained by studying the secondary source 
material such as that found in several historical studies of 
the Christian social movement. Choices were based upon two 
factors: (1) whether the man was fairly representative of 
social Christianity, and (2) the extent to which his work had 
dealt with the subject of property from an ethical point of 
view. These criteria led to the selection of several men who 
were not clergymen, and one (Henry D. Lloyd) who was not a 
church member. 
The men whose works were examined most carefully were: 
Washington Gladden, Henry George, Henry D. Lloyd, Richard T. 
Ely, Josiah Strong, W.D.P.Bliss, Edward Bellamy, Francis G. 
Peabody, Shailer Mathews, George D. Herron, Walter Rauschenbusch, 
and Harry F. Ward. Other men who, because of necessary limita-
tions of space, received less careful attention were: A.J.F. 
Behrends, Kirby Page, and E. Stanley Jones. Occasional refer-
ences were of course made to various other men connected with 
the movement who have made important statements on particular 
issues considered in the investigation. 
The first chapter is introductory and deals with defini-
tions, methods, historical background, and a review of the 
work previously done in this field. Chapter II deals defini-
tively with the leading issues in the problem of property, 
gives some indication of their magnitude, and anticipates the 
main argument by listing the Christian standards upon which 
the conceptions of property in American social Christianity 
are based. 
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Chapters III and IV portray the concepttons of social 
Christianity, as expressed by its leading spokesmen, on what 
are considered the most important factors involved in the rela-
tionship of property to the individual and in the role of 
property in society. 
Chapter V deals with the solution to the problem of prop-
erty, as offered by social Christianity, and represents the 
main argument. The solution offered is two-fold. It calls 
for the socialization of property and demands that property 
shall be "Christianized." What these two terms mean, within 
the framework of the movement generally and in the conceptions 
of the leading spokesmen of the movement in particular, ·is 
made clear in this chapter. Socialization is defined in terms 
of Christian ethics. It usually means that material things 
should be collectively owned and democratically managed by the 
community. This is not the same as mere government ownership, 
but involves economic democracy with control in the hands of 
the people, whose equal rights in determining how property 
shall be used are not to be abrogated. It means that property 
is to be managed by the people for the people so as to contri-
bute to their welfare, and not by a few individuals for · build~ 
ing up their economic and political power over others. This 
power aspect of accumulated property controlled py individuals 
is strongly condemned; because of its tendency toward economic 
injustice, and because both its acquisition and its use tend 
to divide the people into classes. From the standpoint of 
Christian ethics this is not considered the true role of prop~ 
erty. Thus the socialization of property means basically that 
property is in reality to be Christianized, but some of the 
men studied believe that collective ownership and control, 
under democratic management from the grass roots, is one of 
the requisites for achieving the goal of Christianization. 
"Christianizing property" is a phrase made use of, prin-
cipally by Walter Rauschenbusch but occasionally by most of 
the others studied, to mean that property should be considered 
for use to express and fulfill the merits and claims of Christ-
ian love as taught in the New Testament. This conception con-
cerns desires and attitudes based on Christian motives, rather 
than on programs and policies, except of course that programs 
and policies require proper motives in their administration. 
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An example of property that was Christianized would be found 
in the spirit and attitudes of the members of a well-adjusted 
Christian family toward the property which is used to provide 
the material comforts of the home. The primary emphasis here 
is upon collective property rights, with accompanying but 
secondary prescriptions for de~irable ownership arrangements. 
Coercion is prescribed only to prevent the disruption of the 
fraternal community by those who would attack it for predatory 
purposes. This meaning of Christianization is based upon 
right use and not upon a particular system of ownership. It 
expresses the principle: "property for use and not for power." 
In chapter VI the writer analyzes briefly the impact 
which the social gospel movement has had upon American think-
ing about property. It deals with the leading conceptions in 
their influence upon American Protestantism, upon the develop-
ing labor movement, and upon American economic policy. 
Several conclusions are drawn from the study of these 
conceptions of property: (1) that valid moral demands are made 
for collective property rights, but that there is no general 
agreement among the men studied with respect to the economic 
system most favorable to a proper administration of property; 
(2) that their views are validated by Christian ethics when 
they contend that the particular economic system to be put in-
to effect is of secondary importance to considerations of the 
primary purpose of property in society--that of serving human 
values; (3) that moral considerations sustain them in claiming 
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that the right to private property is sacred only to the ex-
tent that the use of it contributes to public welfare, human 
brotherhood, 'and social solidarity; (4} that, as they have in-
sisted, the true or ideal purpose of property is to serve in 
the enhancement of personality values, in the role of an in-
strumental social value rather than as a power weapon; (5} that 
the leaders of the movement have both ethical and sociological 
grounds for assuming that there is no way of solving the prob-
lem of property without making property secondary in relation 
to the total needs of persons in their social relationships; 
and finally, (6} that they have historical grounds for insist-
ing that high and seemingly impossible ideals tend sooner or 
later to pass over into the realm of reality. 
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AUTOBIOGRAPHY 
On September 30, 1906, a Sunday morning, I was born in a 
one-room log cabin on a cotton farm near the town of Union in 
Newton County, Mississippi, the third child (first son) of 
Joseph Franklin and Margaret Avie (Norris) Loper. As indicated 
to me later, my mother had already announced that "if it is a . 
boy, his name will be 'Norris,'" after her maiden name which 
enjoyed some local fame because her father was a successful 
country doctor in that section of the state. ~zy first name, 
"Joseph," had been the first name given to the first son of 
every family in my father's ancestral genealogy as far back 
as we had records, and I was the first son of a first son. My 
illustrious grandfather, the doctor, was my childhood idol due 
to his great ability to understand and command the interest of 
the children of the community. The greatest disillusionment 
of my childhood years came in 1911, when my maternal grand-
father, "Dr. Norris," committed suicide. It was then that I 
determined to seek the answers to the many questions which 
arose in my enquiring mind; questions which no one seemed able 
to answer to my satisfaction. 
One of my biggest childhood thrills came on the day when, 
at the age of five, I was first allowed to go two miles on 
foot to the Stamper Grade School. After a year or two at this 
school, as my memory recalls, I learned to say plainly the 
words: "Revolutionary War." Those were big important words, 
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and I practiced them over and over without knowing anything at 
all about what they meant, except that they sounded intellec-
tual and scholarly. 
The privilege of going to school assumed much more im-
portance to me than summer vacation seems to assume in the mind 
of the average child of today. The school season lasted four 
months of the year, but my father "could not spare me from the 
farm work," even at that age, for that long a term. As a re-
sult I started to school each year about a month after school 
opened in the fall and dropped out about a month before the 
school season closed. This period of only two months in school 
per year was all I was allowed on the primary level until I 
reached the sixth grade when it was increased to about four 
months per school season. It was on this basis that I finished 
the ninth grade with fairly good records. At the age of seven-
teen I entered a boarding vocational high school as a sophmore. 
By this time the very word School had taken on such importance 
for me that I was almost overwhelmed with the prospect of 
spending almost nine months in the well-known Newton County 
Agricultural High School at Decatur, Mississippi. Although 
ill-qualified to compete with the other students who had far 
better academic backgrounds, I managed to finish with my class 
and even "make the honor roll" a few times. On graduation day 
I won first place in the annual declamation contest, using as 
my speech Dr. Frank Crane's essay, "The Things Not Seen." 
I received my high school diploma in May of 1926. In 
September of that year I enrolled in Asbury College, Wilmore, 
Kentucky. This school was chosen because I had felt a call 
to Christian service and had always been keenly sensitive to 
matters of justice and righteousness, and this school had been 
recommended as a genuinely Christian school. After two years 
in college I dropped out for a year and took a job in order to 
save funds to continue my education. However, .that was the 
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year of the 1929 crash and I found myself without work and with 
meager funds in reserve to return to college. Undaunted, I 
began to look elsewhere for financial assistance. I found a 
"benevolent" friend who loaned me enough to continue my col-
lege work for the next two years.* An attack of appendicitis 
and complicated illnesses lef.t me, in 1931, one semester short 
of graduation, and the depression made it impossible to finance 
any further education at that time even with self-help jobs. 
This remaining work of one semester was therefore completed 
during the next ten years by courses taken in the University 
of Kentucky, Morehead State Teachers College, and one summer 
term of undergraduate studies in Harvard University. During 
most of this time I was also a pastor, either in Kentucky or 
West Virginia (M.E.Church, South), and also a part time YMCA 
Activities Secretary. 
Upon completing the work for the A.B. degree from Asbury 
College, I enrolled, in 1942, as a candidate for the S.T.B. 
*As it turned out, I was his benevolent friend. The money 
borrowed in 1929 was repaid in "depression specie" at 6%, 
covering a period that doubled his investment. It was the 
only money he did not lose in the depression. 
degree in Boston University School of Theology. By attending 
all summer sessions I was able to complete the seminary work 
in tv1o years. The S.T.B. degree was awarded in June of 1944. 
In October of that year Iwas commissioned as Chaplain in the 
U.S.Navy With the rank of Lieutenant, served about nine months 
in the Brooklyn Naval Hospital, and afterwards about the same 
amount of time at the Naval Air Base, Eniwetok Atoll, in the 
Marshall Islands of the Pacific. Upon being mustered out and 
released from active duty in 1946, I entered Boston University 
Graduate School as a candidate for the degree of Doctor of 
Philosophy in the field of Social Ethics. 
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My teaching experience includes summer youth assemblies 
of the Western Virginia Annual Conference, M.E.dhurch, South 
(1931-40); a one year period as visiting lecturer in Semantics, 
with other lectures in Sociological Theories, and Introductory 
Psychology, in Suffolk University (1947-48); and a considerable 
amount of substitute teaching in both History and Economics, in 
the J. Sterling Morton Junior College, Cicero, Illinois (1948-
50). The subject.s which interest me most may be listed in the 
following order of preference: Social Ethics, History, 
Sociology, Psychology, and Economics. Academic activities and 
the school atmosphere have always been among my major interests 
in life. 
Joseph N. Loper 
La Salle, Illinois 
April 4, 1952 

